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In response to a request^ by the U V .S. Department 

of Justice, the Institutional Research and Development 

Unit, Training Division, Federal Bureau of Inve^tigatioh, 

undertook a long-term comprehensive analysis of state 

and local law enforcement training needs throughout the 

United States. This study is entitled the ^''Nationwide 

Law Enforcement Training Needs Assessment . 11 ^ 9 . r 

The U.S. Department of Justicjp. presently of £e-r-s— — 
y , ' 9 

several forms, of financial assistance in support of ! the 

training of 'state and locals law Enforcement officer?^ 

However, since financial resources for this purpose have 

become increasingly limited, they must be allocated in* 

the most efficient and! effective manner possible.. Depart- 

ment° of Justice and^ Federal Bureau of Investigation staffs 

concurred that the utilization of a training needs assess- 

• t \ • • • I \..;/ \ ' ■ . . ": ; ' . 

? ment approach for determining the priority areas in lav; 
enforcement training of fered \ several advantages. First/ 
this procedure would facilitate the proper allocation of 
training resources. It would also provide information ^ 
of value in the formulation of a Federal strategy for 
assisting- state and local training , efforts' throughout the 
1980' s» ^ Moreover , when combined with other' information ~- *' 
on current , law enforcement training-, needs assessment data 
cpuia be used as a -basis ,f or £he identification strengths 



and weaknesses within existing programs. Finally, / 

■'\ • * ■■/•■ •; \ ; r ; ■ ,V ■ . ■' > fc ^ ' 
training needs assessment /information would be-in a y 

form which could^be readily utilized by state and^local 

police training- authorities for curricular planning and 

program design, * 0 / ' 

u / / 

"The recommendation" to initiate -t^ils. study 

appeared in a March'l981, report entitled An Evalttatipn 
of Department of Justic e Law Enforcement Training Provided 
to State %nd Local Police , published hy the Evaluation 
Staff, Justice Management Division, Department o^ Justice. 
The Department of Justice report recognized the" importance \ 
of being able \o determine how iwell state and local training 
needs and Department objectives^ were met by Federal Law 
Enforcement Training programs (Uj.S. Degartmen't of Justice , • 1 
X981)\ It was <aiso recognized that a comprehensive training 
needs -assessment wottldf.be requisite to such a. determination. 

■ In order to best respond, to the U-S. Department 
of Justice request that the training ne'eds of state and 
lical law enforcement agencies be identified and priori- 
tized/ the fallowing primary objectives were; established. 

\ \ . to determine the type and extent of 

any state and local law enforcement - \ 

* *' . training .needs as perceived within 

_y v ; - * Lfche contex I p f thei* indi^i3ua,l ~ ... . s 

- m ' x \ s organizational* missions and enXriron- 
• .^.y. J v ments , ; * . • " / . ■ - -f. A ■ * 



■ * . 2. to identify ariy /differences in', the • 
V * -\ nature : of v the training needs at the . 

V various deirtographic levels of ''rele-", * 



3. to provide training needs information i 
i which would facilitate any Federal 

Law Enforcement Training programs 
. developed to meet the needs of the 

state and local law enforcement 

agencies ,v - /> 

4; to reassess training needs on a 
rtegular basis, and \ . & 

5,° to accommodate .future survey and 

analysis efforts such as: 

■• 

' . - rf 1 ■ ■ • ' - . i 

a . modifying the survey instrument 
in such a manner as to^effec- .\ K 

* ; ■ tively monitor any changes which 
s may occur in the tasks required 
to .carry out law enforcement / 
responsibilities f 

b. determining and comparing the 
different- perceptions of 
training needs as viewed by 
the various institutions 

/ throughout the* criminal justice 
fi^id, _and 

\ . 1 ' ' : 

\. . - , ■ t 

projecting future training 
needs . ) ' - v\- ' . 



Objectives 1,2. ^nd 3 are, the immediate con- 
cern of tlyls report^ Objectives 4 and 5 are designed 



' V X 



S 



to 'assist the U.S. Department pf Justice by producing 
information ,which will facilitate 'the continued' deve- 
lopment of a comprehensive training % stra£egy for the 
I98Q. s s and will be dealt with -in subsequent report^ . 
Objectives 1., 2 and 3 aire discussed below.; 1 j' 



Determine the Type and Extent ^of :any ; Statue and, Local 
Law Enforcement Training Needs \ 



■ s. 



\ 



f For the purpose of this prqj'ecty the tqrm \"*\ 

M t { rainirig need lu is defined as.4 gap between what law 



enforcement personnel perceive -as the level of; expertise 

needed to carry out law enforcement responsibilities \ * / 

\ . • " ; - • ..." ; . "'-\ >'"<• *: 

in ah optimum manner and what they perceive' as the ■ ley el-' 

of expertise currently possessed by law enforcement ..'/ ,•. = 

officers, A "training needs assessment then/ is a formal/ 



process wh ich : 

2. prioritizes the gaps, and- 



7 



1. identifies the gaps, 



$ 

3. ' selects the. highest priority 
gaps: . for action. 



After careful review of needs assessment and job analysis V ; 
literature, the Institutional Research and. Development , : r 
project staff concluded that a needs assessment basfed \ . * r 
solely .on size of gap would provide insufficient in- • :•' 
formation for prioritizing law ehf orcemej\t • training needs > 
As a result, data were collected not only on the -size ....... -v-.-- 

of the gap; that existed for specific j ob : ta^k s / act i vi -/ 
ties, but also on the Mount of time spent performing. ..■ v^.> : r: : *r>-<f. 
each task/activity and on the amount of -harm which t ^ ^ 

would most likely result from inadequate performance 

of the task/activity, * ■ ' ' - ^ V 

■ , .". '"• - •• ■ ' . . ' . c '. • v • -\ ■.■■"'■■■n:' 



/■, As implied by the definition, training needs 
are a\f unction of the 'capabilities of personnel within 
a given organization in the context .of the organization ' s v 
mission arid the env^^ the organization 

v operates.. „ Because of this, the n^eds assessment question- 
naire (Inventory Booklet) was designed tro/ facilitate the 



collection of training needs data in the context*- of 
<tJiese- realities This was accomplished in two ways. 

. S ', c 

first, questions soliciting information regarding the 

0 '\ ■; ■ , # 

background of the respondent and the law enforcement 

\ ■ ■ ■ • \ • " . 

agency itself were asked. Statistical 'analyses of ' - 

• * : ' "■ ' ' " * ' „ ■ ° '»'... ■ 

"training needs data were organized around this information 
4 so. that the rteeds of similar agencies could ,be assessed 5 
without - clouding v the results by including the training \f" 



needs data of agencies which differed in* terms of 
agency type or size, etc. Second, the three basic— 

graining needs assessment questions therhsielves' (amount 
of time, amount of harm, and size of gap) were carefully 

wworded in the Inventory Booklet to "collect data only for 
sworn officers wording in each responding agency;- as 
opposed to sworn officers ii^ general. . 

Identify any Differences in Training Needs . , * a 



In the early stages" of project pllannirig, .it 
was recognizfeeL.that no i single prioritization of training / 



needs would be likely to provide information appropriate 
for resource allocation, state and local trainings 
'strategy formulation, etc.- „ As a result, this study was 
designed to allow for the anlysis of data by: " 

- Agency type (Municipal Police, Sheriff, . 
etc*T, j 

\' - Agency size, and 

> r ,. - Geographic location of the agency. ■* 

• : . - vt .[ , - ' . - " . 

; \ j ■ 4. ■ ' A .... . - 

The Findings section of this.,. report describes, state and 
local training needs from -several perspectives in order 
to facilitate the Department of justice's policy and* 
^budgetary, decisionmaking process regarding training f 
programs for these agencies. 

• ■ " ■ o . ■ ■ : . . 

Provide Training ?Keeds . Information which wouldvFacilitateu 
the Design of Federal Law Enforcement Training Programs 

* ■■■ \* ' .;. ' " . " . v/ - V / : }7.'' 

\ > It is generally accepted that tirainipij? programs 

can be most effectively- designed and * de iivered when they 

group ^related job activities. Because of £hj.-s f the 

specific job tasks, duties and characteristics appearing t 

/in the survey bo.oklet-.havie been broken down into / 

f "... \ . '.. * 7 %: ■ ■• 



seven jnajbr .jolt, categories : x '\ 



1 y ' Conunon, . / (vF 
J£ Detective/ JuVenile/VAce, 



3. Patrol, 

4.. Intelligence, : » * 

5, Drug Enforcement, > -~ > 

6/ Traffic, and ^ P 

7. Other, * . 

This allows any training needs to be identified and pri- 
oritized at two levels: 



1. individual job tasks/activities. 

and ^ : 



2^- major job categories. 
By providing training needs^inf ormation at both- 



leyels of specificity , the designers of any Federal Law 
"Enforcement Training curricula hav£ available a more 



comprehensive data base within which effective and.V effi- 



cient programs may be designed. 



Scope of the Needs Assessment 



In this initial phase of the project, the needs 
assessment is restricted to those tasks/activities re- 
quired to carry but tl field operations function. Field 
operations is comprised of patrol, traffic, detective, 
juvenile, vice, " intelligence , and drug enforcement acti- 
vities. (Eldfefonso, Coffey , and Grace, 1974) • • 



Field opera^ipns was selected as a focus qj,v$r other 
major categories such as administrative services ' anc. 
. support/ auxiliary services, because it commands a j 
major proportion of* agency human resources. In fact, the 
vast majority of jtyie agencies responding to the surjvey 
indicated that between 80% and* 100% of. their sworn (officers 



were engaged in field* operations . Thus , field operations 1 
appears to provide the highest potential for effectively 
utilizing law enforcement training resources. • ^ 




• \ 



/ 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 



Numerous techniques for conducting training 
needs assessments were investigated prior to determining 
the pa^icular " approach to be used in this study, 
addition , the methodologies employed in conducting law 



•enforcemeatjob studies and the "results of a* number - of 
these studies, were reviewed. y%. 'V J 

Training Needs Assessment t • 



Training needs assessment, as the term N is 
used in* this study , can best ©e understood when viewed » \ 
within the broader context of general needs identif ica- 
t ion within organizations. Kaufman. and English (1976 , 
vp. 20) described a heed as a "documented gap or difference 
between the results we are currently afchieving and the 
results we^w^sh to 'achieve . " Utilizing this; foundation, 
they defined needs assessment as a "formal collection 
■of the gaps, the placing of the. gaps in priority ortfer, ^ 
and selecting the gaps of highest. priority /fpr ^ action 
and resolution" (Kaufman and English, 1916, p. 20). In 
later writings Kaufman and English (1979) , further \ 



describied the concept of needs assessment in terms ^of 
gaps whi exist in organizational inputs , processes , 



products,* outputs, and outcomes. Examples of these 
five •characteristics." applied tb law enforcement are : 



1. : Inputs (sworn and civilian per- 

■ • sonnel, equipment and facilities); 

h i . - ■ . f. , ■ 

2. Processes "(allocation of resources, 
^ deployment of personnel) ; ""' 

3. , Services (citizens assisted, crimes 

prevented, ( traffic injuries prevented); 

\\. Outputs (safer and more pleasant 
communities) ; and 

■'- 5/ Outcomes (increased quality of life 
arid increased ^productivity," in the 
- m ■ p \ society as a whole) . v 

Within this input/outcome model of otganiza 
functioning, Kaufman and Englj.sh^ (1979) "envisioned a. 
possible taxonomy, consisting , of srsr^fypes, needs 
assessments: 

1. ALPHA needs assessment is chajrac- "* ' 
terized by an emphasis upon gaps 

V - at tlu outcome level . ^ 

2. BETA heeds assessment involves an 
analysis of gaps in products and " 
processes and the. identification 
of possible means of reducing the 
gsfps • ' " :t ; 

3. GAkMA^need%r assessment is con- 
cerned with determining the ifipst 
efficient and effective* utilization- 
of processes and ^inputs in order 

^ o provide outputs. N , 

4 • DELTA needs assessment vis used to 
determine gaps in prespecified / * 
. measures of organizational or pro- 
gram per fomance for the purpose ' 
of efficient, and effective resource, 
management. •/ 



5* EPSILON needs assessment looks at 
discrepancies between organiza- 
tional objectives and results in^ 
terras of outputs and~ outcomes. „ \ \ 

6. V ZETX vpeads /assessment is concerned^ t " 
with an on-going monitoring of the 
input -through oyr£put stages of the 
process, with* feedback provided to 
management to facilitate decision*- , 
making 1 regarding appropriate program 
mpdif ications . > r 

V • ,' * * " f ■ ■ ' 

Depending oh ttie level of analysis and .the way 
t ■ • • ■ . • 

inwhich progress are defined, a training needs assess- 

merit can be * seen to relate to\ one or more \of. Kaufman*' s 
* \ 

types of general needs assessments. Kaufman (1972) also 
noted that the determination of n^eds is never final * 



and complete; tjjus emphasizing that needs; training; or ' * 
otherwise, should be assessed periodically to -ref^e'c.t 
changes brought about by* turnover of employees, shifts 
in organizational mission, apd advances in technology. 

There/ is a variety of methods available for 
actually conducting training needs assessments. The U.S 
Civil Seityice Commission (1961) published a description 

■"'ft : * % . ' ; ' ' -■ . ' < . ■' . ■ *' 

of the interview, testing, questionnaire,, group problem. 

analysis, performance review, and records and reports 

-study methods of training needs determination along 

'with instructions rfcgardijng their implementation. Aft v er 

an extensive review of needs analysis literature, 

Newstrom and Lilyquist (1979) outlined 12 training needs 



assessment methods and, compared them using a scale of 
high, moderate, or low in terms of five ^SS^teria: 

1. Incumbent involvement, 

2. Management involvement, 

3. Time required*, ' 

4 . Cost , and , 0 

5. Relevant, quantifiable data. 



Uping' this approach ^nly five methods: -assessment centers 

, \ \ .. tf ■ 

performance appraisals, performance documents question- 

; ■ 1 ■ ' ■ ' v. 

naire surveys and inventories > and skills tests were 
rated high in terms of their ability to elicits relevant 
quantifiable data. In considering all five tena, 
Newstrom and Lilyquist concluded that, all things 
considered, survey questionnaires and performance 
appraisals appeared to be the most effective methods 
available. 

More recently, Austin, Bjrannon, and Pecora 
(1981) siimmarized sixl approaches to assessing training 
needs: . T * " x 

" 1 4 Organization^ Performance Analysis is 

a program evaluation oriented approach 
which centers on the quality and 
quantity of services provided to an 
organization » s clients , identifies 
organizational performance problems, 
v v and/ works backward to identify those 

organizational performance^ problems 
which can be' effectively dealt with 
through training. •• ;/;' 



The Critical Incidents approach is 
a form of performance appraisal 
which focuses on specific jo'b 
behaviors (critical .incidents) 
which have been found to make the 
difference between success and 
failure in carrying out a job. , 

Testing is a third approach to.- •* 
training needs assessment • 
Written tests can be used to' 
measure worke'r ability to perform 
a job task by measuring 'knowledge 
of how the task. should be performed. 
"However, it may be difficult, and 
is sometimes ' impractical , to - j 
develop valid written tests for * * 
determining worker knowledge. Pro- 
ficiency tests, in whictt tlfe worker 
carries out a sample of \ the actual 
task tp be- accomplished, off^r a 
potential solution, to the written, 
test dilemma. 

The Key Informant approach gathers 
information about organizational 
problems and feta^f draining Vrie^ds , 

- from persons who are knowledgeable 
about the performance of the /or- 0 
gariization and its staff % ~bUt who 
are not -part of the organization. 
This approach is resour^p efficient 
and allocs -needs^tp^e assessied from 
an .external perspective/* However, 

,users . m this approach must avoid 
bias /introduced through improper- 
selection of interviewees. Because 
of the possibility that interview 
data may not overlap, 'the approach 

; does not lend itself to the priori- 
tization, of training heeds. 

In the Knowledge-Based Survey 
• approach,) workers indicate their 
desire for training in any of a 
list of job -knowledge; areas. v In* 
some cases workers will alsp in- 
dicate the importance of training 
> in particular knowledge .areas for 
improving job performance, 4 The. 
JCnowledge-^Based Survey: approach : 



13 - 



is job related, can be d^sigrted to 
facilitate statistical analysis of/ 
data, and allows fQr prioritiza- 
tion of training needs. However f 
it produces a braining "needs v 
picture which is based onj yorker 
wants rather than worker (in- 
ability to perform specific tasks. 

The Worker Ability/Characteristic " 
approach focuses <>n the degree to 
which V or ^ er level of ability 
hinders job performance,/ This 
approach defines training needs « 
in terjjis of worker inability to 
perform specific tasks ,/ allows for 
prioritization of training* needs , 
and facilitates statistical analysis 
of the data. When usiftg the Worker 
Ability /Characteristic/ approach, 
'researchers should he /aware of 
the potential bias on/ the part of y 
respondents. 



A Perceived Differences -approach to training 
needs assessment was suggested by /philrips ( 1974) , Seppala 



- ' • // * 

(1978) , and Breitler and Phillip?/ (1982). ' This approach 



focuses on the difference between a worker 1 ^present 
level of ability to*" carry c>ut job activities antf the level 
of "ability needed to carry outythose. activities at some 
^pecif ie<^uality/quantity Stmdard7~This approach - is 
similar to the Worker Ability/Char^cterisVic approach" ~^y> 



except that, rather than asmng respondents to estimate 
the size of their knowledge)/ skill gap t in terms of the 

S ... ._: . ■ . .'// "•■ v * . '' .-' . 

degree to w^iich their level of ability, hinders their work, 
'they axle asked' to"' describe >their level of ability in per- 
forming specific activities. ' This information is then 



4 



compared to the required level of ability for,- each of 

the "spepif ic activities as defined by, the worker or the- 

•worker 1 s^, supervisor. Other writers have, similarly H 

listed ajid/or categorised techniques and methods of 
■ » » • « 

».•""• * 
training .needs assessment (Lerda* and Cross , 1962; \ 

i 

Lippitt,^ McCune, and Church, 1964; Johnson, 1967; Mofano 
1?73 % ; Wilkin, 1977; and Friedman and\ Ma%i v , 19 8i) . 



There has- befen considerable oVear lap amgng the 
training needs assessment methqds . reviewed. In\fact, 
Lee's (1-973) observation that the .literature provided 
little, in the way of criteria to bond the area of^needs 
assessment into a .compirehensiye whole is still' somewhat 
valid. Nevertheless £ categorizations ajnd'Sfcatings of 
methods, such as those reviewed above^ are devalue 
wheh developing a training needs assessment design to 
fit a specific situation. . For_ example , since the purpos 

o£ this study is. to facilitate' improvement in 1 the job 

* i * 

performance of law enforcement officers / the* literature 

suggests following -Sarthory'S (1977). advice and basing 

* <? it. .. ■■ 

training, needs on knowledge/ability gap? (as in the 

-W^rke^Abj^^tyVCharacteristic and /Perceived Differences 

approaches) rather than on worker~~desires "(as in -the 

Knowledge-Based Survey approach) 1 

Training needs assessments ^always run the risk 

■ ■ ' • • ,, . r 

of identifying organizational needs- which cannot be 
addressed, through training* . This is true simply because 

* . / * \ : ... • • 



not all organizational problems result from a lack of 
^knowledge or skill, on • tfre part of workers or managers. 
Mgtger and* Pipe (1973) , among others, have offered a 
variety of processes for identifying the moreriirtportant 
organizational problems and distinguishing between 
thbSe caused. by skill/knowledge deficiencies (training 
problem's) land those which result from factors not 
amenable tp training. ^ - . 

c » \ \ i N j *1 

Law Enforcement Job Studi es t * 1 

Numerous metb io ogies have been used to examine 

both the content- and characteristics of "jobs, and/or the 

• " . ' ' v i . ' 

behavioral demands placed on workers. The more common 

» *- , ■ 

methods include the Position Analysis Questionnaire; Job. - 
Elements Approach, Critical Incidents Technique, Func- 
tional Job Analysis and several forms of Task Surveys/ 
Inventories. Descriptions of ; the various methods are well 
documented in the jab analysis literature (McCormick, 1979) 
To date, <the*Task Inventory method of 30b analysis; has been 
.•most* frequently used in, law enforcement because of IfeJs 
"potential* for ^ systematically identifying and describing 
the tasks, knowledges, skills ancl abilities required o£ 

r « . . 

the occupation. 

/ . • ' • " • " ; • - : - • "N • ; , .-.-•••''••'•■'/• : ' ■; 



?Many law enforcement job analysis ^and trainings 
needs ' assessment studies* 5 have 'been /conducted in recent 
years* One ot the most comprehensive , . in teirms of • 

. V : * j> V . • 

scope, was /hhe Systems and Training Analysis erf Rey 

'■' - ' . • & 

quirements for Criminal Justice System Participants „ . 

. * . J. ( ; " f 1 

• (STAR) project. This study had 'a National perspective 
and~rwas furjdedx jointly by Federal, state'and local law 

• ■( s \ , . • > > . 

enforcement ageridies (Smith, Pejilke, and We.ller, 1976). 
The purpose of the ^pro jeer ' was to 'develop "attitudes and 

behavior . vhich wil'l enable criminal . justice personnel 

'. : \ ■ " ' , ' ' " 

and the public -to- aohieve the^goals and obj ect.ives . of- the^ 

Vl » W ^ 'A 

criminal justice systeifr mcfce * effectively^ 11 (California," 



1974 / p. 4).* The rftudy ide^tif,ied, 33 general tasks per- 



formed by police 9^iceVs'. • These tas^s, while .relevant 

to' the jobs pf state and local law enforcement of facers, were 

considered to be less specific than necessary for use 

in the Nationwide i/avfr Enforcement Training Needs Assessment. 

More specif ic. abatements regarding the law en- 

forcqment f of f icer 1 s job were located in ^jLudies conducted 

__ — • — • ■ * . , v. 

from a statewide or municipal perspective.. The studies / 

p ijf* ... . ; • 

which provided a basis for the task/activity statements , 



used, in this training 3 heeds assessment jLne^ude those . v 

* , t 

.conducted or sponsored biyT the' New York City Police 

W *..••' . '■ 

Department (New York, 1970).; the New York State , Police , 
(New York, • 1976)^; the, Georgia Peace pfficfers Star 
and Training Council (Georgia, .1977) ; the> Texas Commis'sion 

» .. • - 17 - ■ " '-. 



on Law Enforcement Officer Standards and Education 
* (U.S. , Department of Justice , 1978 ) v ; ^bhe Michigan 
sLaw Enforcement Of ficers, Training Council (Personnel, 
1979); the Department of Personnel of "the City of i ' 
Philadelphia (Thornton and Rosenfeld, 1979) ; .the 
Pennsylvania ^Municipal, Police Off icers 1 Education and 
T,ra4ning Commission (Pennsylvania, .1981) ; the Illinois . 
Local Governmental Law Enforcement Officers Training^ 
Board (Illinois, 1981); the Maryland Police ana 
Correctional Training Commission (Maryland, 1981) ; the 
North , Carolina Justice Academy (Jordan, .1982) ; the r -- ^ 

'Board of Trustees "of \he Maihe Criminal Justicfe Academy 

~ * . - - : * 7 / . ' .. " ^ ■* ■ : • . 
(Maine, 1982); and x the Commonwealth of Virginia. (Virginia 

1982) . ; ' ■ t ' "Sv" • 



\ METHODOLOGY, • 

~ o • . ' < . *• • 

■ • ' N . * * - ft 

o . 
k - ■ - , X '. '. 

, The Nationwide Law Enforcement Training Neqds 

Assessment approach to assessing traininc^needs for the 



Nation's state and local law enforcement officers finds 
its foundation^in the needs assessment and job analysis 
. .. research reviewed . The^ approach can best be described as 
an inventory based, Job Task oriented, Worker Ability/ ' 
Characteristics approach. V. 

This approach was selected because it has a 
7'* j°b performance orientation 4 to~ training needs assessment. 
/ As a result, ? a reduction, in the size 6f identified gadfs- . 
has* a high, probability of translating directly into im- 
proved law enforcement, p§r^ the ^ 
approach collects d^ta °bp worker iriab i 1 «L ty to perform in 
a mani^er' which avoids psychometric' dif f iculties intro- r 
V duced by "using difference scores. ^Finally, ithe approach 
,' lends itself to the use of .Liker^-type responses making 

possible the^^a 
. by thousands -of. xespohding agencies . • The respondent bias 
sometimes as sbciate x d with this approach 'should- be -mini- ; 
mized since respondents were not asked to rate them'selves 
but J ra^Hef >%tb -rate of f ipera in their agency a s a group . 
In addition, re s.^ 

•■ •■ *>•■■'■'■■•? - ■ : - i -.-----V^--V." . : ^ < v ': ;• ••. ; • r..;-... ::.»•>, ^- •• .. ■ 

■ SA 1 -^4^'^^ "the iir ^agehc ies • .on :, ,the re soon se forms . Survey V 
instruments we^ specif ipally directed at 'chie f s andr 



sheriff is dr. their designees with the 'explanation .that 

*» " . a 

the respondent should be knowledgeable regarding field*, 

y ■ • ■ ' 

operations activities at the : agency level . V 

' The methodology followed in this study is t con- 



• -si stent with I'saac and Michael 1 s (1974) five _ steps /for * 

o r 

. * ' conducting developmental research : : , ■ 

, ' 1. State objectives, 

\/ 2* Review literature, 

.3, Design approach, , \ 

4, Collect data, and. 

5. '» Evaluate data and\report results. 

^ • This approach is deemed appropriate since the 
purpose is to investigate changes in the characteristics 
of a given. population over time . o The approach will fa- 
cilitate the accomplishment of the project's short- and 
long -term objectives. '". * a ..*/. 

Development of Activities and Job Categories 

In the Spring of 1*982,, the 1 2 laW enforcement 

• job /J task analysis studies listed in o the Review of Liter- 
ature were selected to provide a comprehens 

>V * liWt of state and, local law .enforcement ac 

iotal ^ appeared iii Hbhese ; studies . 

The se " aet ivi t ieW; wer e r ey i ewed ; . by prp j ec t ^t:a f f member s ; , 
fexperi^r^ed in 31 



ive , working 
ivities. A 



resulting in the elimination of 657- activities which 
were not common to most agencies (e.g. issuing snow- 
mobile operator 1 s "licenses) and 1 ,308 activities which 



were duplicates., Of the remaining 1°,X)03 activities, 683 
~actd?^~t±H3^ere~sei 
operations, the primary focus of the study. ' 

1 The 683 field operations activities, being, 
drawn from numerous studies, were inconsistent in terms 
of- level of specif icity and format. In order to remedy 
this situation, project staff successively reviewed the 

683 activities, setting aside those which were too speci- 

\ . - 

fic or too general and, where possible, combining related 

« -■ * 

} > 

activities into single statements. Each activity was then 

. - ■ ^ .. / . 

stated in a' consistent verb/noun format. To the result- 

ant 111 activities were added 17 activities "drafted by 
v t:he 'Planning and Evaluation Staff at , the""Drug Enforcement 
Administration. The Drug Enforcement Administration 
activities were designed^fco gather' training needs informa- 
tion of relevance to that organization. The combined 
list of 128 activities was reviewed for^ completeness by 
two panels, each* consisting of * five* practicing law enforce 
rnent" officers from different municipal and county pQlice 
departments , sheriff 1 s departments , and sfate police 
agencies" across the country . Based on the p^nel js sugges- 
tions,- a slightly modified list of 127 activities Was " 
produced. - . 



The final list was then incorporated into a 



draft questionnaire and sent, in October /of 1982, to the 
following organizations for review and cbmment: 



- Bureau of Education Research, University 
of^ Virginia* , / 

- International Association of Chiefs of 

Pbr±"6e77 ,, \" \ 

- National Association of State Directors 
of Law Enforcement Training, 

- National Sheriffs' Association, 



U.S. Department of Justic^ Drug 
Enforcement Administration, and 



- U.S. Department of Justice, Justice 
Managemerft Division/ 



On completion of * their review, the draft was further modi- 
fied based on suggestions made by these .organizations . . ^ 
The resulting draft questionnaire was then formalized as 
the Nationwide Law^Enforcement Trailing Needs Assessment 
Inventory Booklet (see Appendix A) i In its final form it # 
contained 13 questions intended tol allow the determination 
of how training needs differ by agency type, size, .and/ 
other demographic classifications i and solicited three 
types of information regarding eajch of the 127 activities: 



/- 



*The Bureau of Education Research, University yoi Virginia , 
^ab ted as a consultant to Institutional Research and 

Development staff during the survey design^ data collection , 

and data analysis phases of the study 



The size of the gap between the 
level of knowledgeAskill sworn 
officers should have in a'j givfen 
activity and the level of know- 
ledge/skill they actually have. 

2. The amount of harm which would 
most likely result froitfj inadequate 
performance of the activity. 

3. The amount of time sworn officers , 
in the agency spend performing 

. th£ activity. 

Further, as discussed in the Introduction, it 
was considered advantageous to conduct bh£ training needs 
analysis on two levels of specificity: activities and 
job categories. The. approach chosen was to assign each 
of the 127 activiti^ to one of seven separate job 
categories. These were entitled: Common, Detective/ 
Juvenile/Vice, Patrol, Intelligence, Drug jf Traffic, 
and Other based on their general makeup. 

Survey Instrument Design 1 / 

• „ ■ * : 1 ( ^ ■ ' 

In addition to the determination of the content 

\J . , \ .. ' , - ' 

of the survey instrument, an examination of six alter- 
native survey instrument designs was conducted. in order 
to determine if the manner— in— which the questional were 
phrased or the^ order in which they were asked would affect 
the outcome. All six designs were based on 'the v following 
concepts : -,. * 
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.- Training needs can be viewed, as gaps 
between the level of knowle.djje/skill 
sworn officers should have i|n order 
to perform, a given activity Wnd the 
level of knowledge/jskill swotfp officers 
actually have regarding; the activity. 

- Training needs cannot be meaningfully 
prioritized based on gap alone because 
it may be more beneficial to reduce, 
the size of a relatively small gap* 
in an activity of great importance 
to the -job than to reduce a somewhat 
larger gap in an activity of very 
little importance* to the job. 

- Importance to the job is composed » 
t of at least two factors: time spent 

performing the activity and the 
amount of harm which would most 
likely result from inadequate 
performance of the activity. 

- The size of the gap, the time sptent, 
and the harm caused by inadequate 
performance for a given activity 
may differ from one agency to 
another due to differences in ... 
environment and organizational* 
mission . 

. The diirerences in the six questionnaire de- 
signs centered around the manner in which data were 
gathered regarding the size of the gap fgr an activity 
and the importance of the activity' to the job. Four 
designs employed two questions to determine gap size 
( needed or appropriate level of knowledge/skill regarding 
the activity as compared to the ' preseftt level of know- 
ledge/ skil 1 ) and one question' to determine the importance 
of the activity >to the job* The fifth design asked one 



question regarding gap arid one regarding importance. 
The sixth design asked one question regarding gap^and • 
two regarding importance (amount of time spent performing 
the activity and amount of . harm which would most likely 
result from inadequate performance of the activity) . 

During July 1982, the six forms of the ques- 
tionnaire were randomly distributed to 250 state and 
local law enforcement officers attending the 130th Session 
of the FBI National Academy. Demographic data gathered 
from these individuals showed them to have characterise 
tics quite similar to those of the intended survey 
populatiQn. That is, they were experienced law enforce- 
ment officers holding managerial ^dsitions in state and 
local agencies throughout the Nation. The elimination 
of responses from foreign students, improperly completed 
forms, etc., left 226 usable, forms (90.4%) for comparison 
purposes. 

Respondent continents indicated no differences 
in their perceptions of the ease with which the various 
forms wer$ completed'. An examination of internal con-, 
sistency using Cronbach ' s coefficient alpha resulted 
in uniformly high (.92 - .94) values. Based, on this, 

it*was determined that no format was preferable over any * 

';• ■ 'j ... ... ;"• ; «. \ -i >.''■' •■; ••: ;•■ • * .'; '•• '.' 

of the ^others in terms of internal consistency . Forms 1 
through 4, because b£ their two questionNapproach to 



determining the magnitude of the gap, required the caicu- 
lation of difference scored in order to determine gap 
size. Difference scores have. been shown to contain a 
higher proportion of error than either of / the component 
scores from which they are derived ,(Thorndike -and Hagen, . 

x i ... • ' / i ' * 

1977). Bepause of this difficulty^ and since there was 
no, evidence that Forms 1 through 4 held any advantages 
over Forms : 5 or& 6 which might outweigh the difference 

a ■"'■•.'■* 

c ' * ^ ' r a 

score disadvantage, Forms 1 through j-4 were removed from 
consideration. ■ . y 0 

Form 5 differed from Form" 6 in that Form -6 , 
solicited importance information by. asking two > questions 
commonly used in job analysis questionnaires:, time spent 
pier forming the task and the consequences of inadequate 
performance? while Form 5 attempted to gather the same 
information by asking only one question. Form ,6 was 
selected over Form 5 because the solicitation of impor- 
tance information using the time and iniadequate perf ormanc 
questions was more/ compatible vfith standard job analysis 
procedures 1 and offered a greater potential for -further 
analysis.- • -.• ' : / ; ;., .' l/V.'' .. - ■ • • 



Reliability 



Once a survey design was selected for use in 

\the study, additional analyses were .conducted to deter- 

i t 

mine the form's reliability. Reliability was viewed 
from two perspectives: 

1. the reliability o4 t)ie instrument 

as a whole in consistently priori- ."- 
tizing activities, and 

; *s 

2 . the <*precisiojn with which .the true 
mean score for each activity for 
groups of agencies in the popula- 
tion is predicted using' the 
instrument, ■ 



One way ^to determine the reliability of rating 
instruments is to correlate the ratings of different but., 
interchangeable raters (Guilford, 1954). In- order to 
determine its interrater reliability , _the questionnaire \ 
was administered to two groups (total n =50) of students 
attending the 131st Session of the FBI National Academy 

in September 1982. These practicing state and local law 

. ** 

enforcement officers were demographically similar to one 
another and to the intended sample and could reasonably 

, •* ; " . ■ " . f.; . ^V"-. :■ : ... - 

be considered to be interchangeable. - -; s A Spearman Rank 
Order Correlation* (r g ) o% the task prioritization pro- 
duced by the two groups yielded an r of .87 with p < . 001 
This high level of agreement between independent raters 
indicated that two: groups of similar law .enf orcement 



officers would /respond in a manner which would result in 
highly similar// task prioritizations. 



In order to estimate the stability of the 
questionnaire^ the two groups of /National 0 Academy students 



were administered the- questionnaire at two different times 

// • ■ - * * 



A time intei/val of one week between administrations was 

* • // 

considered /sufficient because of the length and com- 
plexity ow the instrument. However, due to a last minute 
class scheduling change, 27 of the 50- subjects completed 
their fdrms on two successive days,, while the other 23 



were able to maintain the one week separation between 



jj 

administrations. Stability was determined by correlating- 

!/ . ^: 

the activity prioritization produced by the respondents^ 1 

• // \ . . 

completion of the first administration with the activity 

// . . 

prioritization produced by their completion of the 

II ■ ' * . ■ 

second administration using r . Since there feere two 

different, time intervals between administrations for tjie 
^two parts of the sample, the rank order correlation be- 
/ tween the first and second administrStior s was determined 

for each glboup and then for both grouja^ together. The 

results are shown in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1 



TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY IN RANK 
ORDERING OF ACTIVITIES 



, n r g Signif icrance 

e One bay. Interval . ■- 27 . .92 p < .001 



.One Week .Interval - 23 .87 p < .001 

Combined 50 , .92 p < .0Q1 

Correlation methods- arp not the only approach 

. •> \ 

• to determining survey instrx^nent reliability. The ref 
liability of f other statistical indices, such as means, 

■ - , ■ ■ * A * ' 

can be used to estimate the probability that the true 

value of the measure pbtamed from an infinite number 

of measures of the same universe will fall within a cer- 

.tain range of values , (Brown, 1976). The range : of values 

i • 
within whi^h would fall the. true composite score for each 

.... .%*>»' 
activity for groups of law enforcement ^agenpies in the 

population was determined by computing confidence inter- 
vals ; for the 'composite values for each of the 127 activitie 
(Composite s"core composition is discussed below under Data 
Analysis.) Intervals were calcu^a^t^' at the .05 level 
of cionficience using the data provided by 7, 334 responding 
agencies whose, questionnaires had been complet^and re- 
turned by May of 4 19S3. The size of the confidence interval 
for the mean activity composite values ranged from ±. 06 



I - 96 (9.89 < x < lB.'i 



around the "mean composite value of $.96 (9.89 < x < 19.02) 1 
for Activity 7 to i .10 around the mean composite value *- 

--" ^ 

of 18.15 (18.05 < x < 18.25) for Activity 32. The mean 

J ' 

confidence interval size was ± .08 around a grand mean I 
composite value for all 127 activities of 17.53 



(17.45 < x < 17.61). (Mean activity composite values 
ranged from 9.96 for Activity 7 to^ 23.44 for Activity 118.) 
These harrow confidence intervals are, in great part, a 
result of the large absolute size of the samplb, in con- 
junction .with, the use of the standard error of the mean 

, " * > \ ■ ' ' ' . 

when determining iitterval sizes. In summary, it is. clear 

tha;t the reliability of the instrument is also acceptable 

\ . , • - ■ ....... 

when viewed in teijms of the precision with which the 

*■ 

sample means for individual activities estimate the true 

> ',• r • * - ^ 

mean values for those activities* for state and .local law 

. > ,v 6 & . 

enforcement officers as a group-. 



Validity ■ ^ 

Cronbach. (1970) lists four types of validity: 
•content 4 , predictive, concurrent, and construct. An in- • 
strument which is ^content valid . is representative of the 
universe of ac^iv^ties it is intended to measure. Con- 
tent validity ia«^rticula'riy important for proficiency 
measures (French,; and Michael , 1966 ) and , therefore , for 
training needs assessment measuresv The content validity 



of the Inventory Booklet rests on "the systematic process 
used fpirMts development. K Care was taken during the de- 
velopment of; the questionnaire to ensure that its conterit 
was representative of the universe of activities it was 
.intended to measure. The questionnaire development pro-' * 
cess, described at the beginning of this section, v?as 
conducted in a manner consiste^it^ith that suggested by 
French and Micahel (1966) , Cronbach *(\970) , and Popham 
(197,5) . A^fter development, the Inventory Booklet was 
submitted to the previously named law enforcement pro- 
fessional organizations , university consultant, and Federal 
Government agencies 'for review. The questionnaire was 

'found to be content valid. - 

I. -r t . • . . 

Concurrent and' predictive validity , while of 
potential rfelevance to the project, are not requisite 
to .the identification of current training needs. .In; : 
addition, their establishment requires. the existence of J 
some independent criterion (such as o a nieasure pf per- ' • 
formance for sworn off iqers) with which responses l to the 
survey instrument' can be correlated, fao generally accepted 
independent .criteria exist whidh^ are consistent for all 
law enforcement 'officers and applicable ^Nationwide . 

, Empirical validation of the construct \^lidity 

of the interaction among the time, harm, and gap compo- 

*.•=■■ / i V 

nents; was not established, >again dtt'e to the lack of 
^appropriate* independent criterik. However, the assumptions 



which^ underlie the construct (namely, that the ratings 



or /.-time, harm, and gap will vary depending on the type 

,V;; : * ■ ' • . > 

and size of the agency responding) were tested. empirically 

by hypothesizing the direction of drf f erences~ in "mean ™ — — 

' ' « i . • - • f 

• scores for sheriffs versus municipal police and for 

agencies with 500 or more sworn officers versus agencies. 

with fewer than 500 sworn officers. Eighteen cases in- \ 

.volving time, harm> r and/or gap scores'for activities 7, 

8, 13 , 50, ,52, 54 ] 60, 98, 106, and 116 were selected- 

and the type of agency expected to. have the ■ highest mean 

score- identified. In all 18 cases, the rfesults were as , 

predicted, providing son\e empirical support for the - , . 

construct. Determination jof construct validity will be 

. " ^ / " • * 

pursued in more depth in future administrations of the 

* 

questionnaire. . - . \ \ 

* - • . 

Survey Recipients . - 

* - • * *sz . 

Survey packets containing* the questionnaire, ,' ^ 
Response ftQQkletf mlH$*A maf-e£i6l& were mailed to 

.16,144 state and local law enforcement agencies across 
the Nation. These organizations constituted all, agencies' 
in the- data base of the Uniform klrime Reporting Section* 
of the Federal! Bureau of Investigation '(U.S>; Department r-*-- 
of Justice, 19810, with the exception of 'college. And 
university police, which were not considered /to be p^t : • 



of the population for this- study. Agencies 'with fewer 
than 500 sworn officers were each sent* one survey packet 
A total of 103 agencies, with 500 ot more .swo^n personnel 
wer,e contacted by telephon^_^ 

project :team fc and ^agency Representatives det^rminfed the 
1 number of questionnaire packets required by each agency 

in order to provide a representative picture of each' 
—organization.^ These* large agencies; were provided' with 
between five and 100 .survey packets each . . Except for<> 
the large agencies/ differeht ratios of number of 
questionnaires to agency size, measured in ' terms of 
number^of sworn officers, do not result. in* over-^or unde 
.sampling for this study since, the unit pf interest is ' , 
the agency, not individual law enforcement officers . As 
a precaution however, large agency responses were com-. 

7 . v. • ■ r* x 

Daratelv . iwhere aoorboriate^ t 



bined and ai^alyzed separately , iwpere appropriate^ to 
avoid £he possibility \of. unduly influencing >the/r6sults. 

' ^-■••*- v " ■ . •, \ ' , V , . : •• • .... • ■ 

Survey' Distribution and Return * • - 



In December of 1982 agencies, were notified 
of the pending study . This was .Accomplished with . the 
cooperation of -the International Association -of thief s / 
of i Police (198 2 ) and the National Sher if f s ' Association 
(1982) through their publishing of announcements regardii 



' - . 'The survey packets (Appendix A) were;mailed . 
to 16,144 agencie s during February 1 983 . ; \ Survey packets . 
.were self-explanatory. Each bontain'ed the following., 
'materials:-- - - r-'' : — ;1; V r -.--' ~ "• ■. ^ 



- Cover letter signed by the Director.: 

7 j. [ of the Fed^ai Bureau of Investigation, 

'< ' - Introductory message for the Chief 
. ' ; EkecutipVe Qfjf icfer^^v' 1 /, J " , " 

4 - -/ Natioriwidie Law Enforcement 'Training .. ^ 
" ^ -Needs Assessment Inventory Booklet , 

r " y Nat^nvTde^ llaw Enf or cemen t Training 
• \; ■ Needs ^Assessment Response Form, ; * 

- NationwitfevLa^ \ 

Needs Assessment Comment ForiSt*, And V 

— Po stage-pa id ^return.* envelope . m V - • - 

In eiarly March 1983, agencies were, sent letters 
thanking them fpr-vtheir participation and. requesting * ... 
responses from those which had not yet The 
letter* was designed as a brochure which allowed agencies 
whose "survey packers; had be'en misplaced to request a 
replacement by refolding the letter and placing it in V 
the mail . » (See Appendix B. ) : , ; ; '-./J-l £ 

: ; Of the 16 ,144 agencies supplied ; with*, survey 

packets, 7,294 (45.2%) provided usable respons 
overall response rate was greatly -influenced by thei very : 

••: v -.^v-- --'r'z : '-. : :.. \, : . - ,'• - v . : 'r\v..;;.;:;-:' ; : ;';;:;^\.v;-\. ^:y : 

low rate} Gi^ return o f small law en for cement agencies. As 
shown in: Table 2 , ; only 14 . 7% of the agencies with one to 



four sworn of ficers responded, % while 'the response r.ate 
for agencies with five to nine sworn officers was 54.7%, 



The response rate for agencies with 10 op^nore s^orn 

f 

officers averaged - 75 . 3% . The highest rate of response 
^98.1%) came from agencies with 500 or more sworn 
personnel. It is . important to note- that the 7, 294 » 
agencies responding represent 90.. 0% of all sworn state 
and local law enforcement officers in the Nation. 



TABLE 2 

V RESPONSE RATE 3Y SIZE- OF -AGENCY. 



Agency^ Size 
Category - 
(Sworn Officers) 

50 0 9r More 



Agencies 
Contacted 



Agencies 
Providing , 

Usable 
Responses 



Response 
Rate in % 



200 




499 • 


100 




199 


50 




99 


40 




4 9 


30 




39 ' 


20 




29. 


10 




19 


5 




9 


1 




4 



Unknown 



All Agencies 



103 .> 


•101 


98.1 


. 165 ' 


.'145 


87.9 


340- 


. 308 


'90.6 


•708 


. 546 


77.1 


365 ' 


. 3*04 


83.3 


629 


. 475 


75.5 


1,139 


858 


75.3 


2,450 " 


1,706 


69.6 


2,936 .""v 


1,606 


54 :7 


7,309 ~ 


1,073 


14.7 




172 * 




16,144 


7,294 . ^ 


45.2 
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Because of the difference in rate of responLe, 
considerably ^ore'conf idence j can be placed in the findings 
for agencies^wixh 10, or more! sworn officers than in the-: 
findings for/agencies with nine or fewer sworn officers, 
c However-, ^he high correlation between' the training needs 

of agencies with nine or feler sworn officers with the 
, training needs of agencies Lith 10 - 19 sworn officers 
(r £ .97) and with th,e training needs of agencies with 

20 - 29 sworn officers (r - .95) is consistent with the 

/ ' " , |. _ A 

/correlations between adjacent agency size groupings for 

/ "* . ..-»-- -•- • f • - , . 

which the rate of return ijs acceptable . Because of this, 



the results of this report 
describing state and local 



should remain of value in . 
law enforcement training needs 



for agencies in the nine or fewer sworn 5 officer category. 



Data Analysis 



Response and coxpment forms were returned by 
mail to the Federal Bureau of Investigation Academy,"' 
Quantico, Virginia. . All comment forms returned with 
response booklets were dated, coded with the agency litho 



number, and $et aside for content analysis . The returned 
response forms were visually checked for tears or ex- " 
traneous *pen'cil marks which might result in rejection 
by the - optical mark reader ,1 and were then forwarded to 
Federal Bureau of .Investigation Headquarters and processed 



by the reader . They were electronically screened to 
correct errors in respbnses to demographic questions in 
situations where that was possible, : For example, in 
Block 1 , forms coded more than one position, rank, 

or title, as well as forms with no response to the 
Block were automatically* coded 17, "Other", by l.he op- 
tical mark reader. If Block 2 was left blank, the Block 
was coded -5, "Other", by the optical ^mark reader. If 
Block 2 was coded with more than one area of responsi- 
bility, the optical mark reader changed the code to 6, 
"Any Combination of 2 thru 5" • For Blocks 3 -J 12, 
multiple responses or absence of responses were coded . 
as zeros except for Block 9 where a blank for "Type of 
Agency" was coded as 7, "Other". Block 13, "State", 

was coded 91, "Other", if left blank. 

■ i • v . : \ 

j Other d^ta checks were conducted regarding 
responses to the time , harm, and gap dimensions for each 
of the '127 items. Blanks and multiple responses were ; 
coded 3 . and (^V^espectively , by the^ optical mark reader . 
During data anlysis, any response form for which more a than 
13 (10%) of the time , harm, or gap responses were left 



blank or contained .multiple responses Was dropped from 
the analysis. This 90% completion requirement resulted 
in 255 response booklets being set aside . These booklets 
represented 2.9% of the 8,655 response booklets returned. 



Respondents were asked to rate each activity 
on three dimensions (time, Harm, and gap) using a scale 
of 1 : - 7. 

The points on the* 1-7 scale are defined as: 

1. Very small or z'ero, 

2. Small, - 

3. Fairly small, - 

a. *■ • 

-4. Moderate, * . 

5. 'Fairly large, " 

6. Large v and 

, 7*. Very large. ■ 

^ All 8,400 returned response forms meeting 
the quality control criteria were subjected to>the analysis 
procedure described below. The same procedure was also 
used to analyze response forms grouped by agency type, size 
etc., 

Raw scores across respondents for the time 
dimension for Activity 1 were summed and their mean" value 
determined. Likewise, mean raw 4 scores for the harm and 

gap dimensions for Activity 1 were determined. Mean raw 

v , •>••' ■ ■ ■ ."' •. ■ . . •■/-•' -. \/> : - '• • \ ~ • 

scores f6r the three dimensions for each of the other 

126 activities were, determined in the same way. This re- 
sulted in the creation. of a 127 x 3 matrix of mean raw 
activity scores by time, harm, and gap. In order to 



create a single composite priority score. for each ac- 
tivity across time, harm, and gap, mean, raw activity 
scores within the tinfe dimension were converted to 

'standard (Z) scores as were mean raw activity scores 

♦ 

within the harm arnd gap dimensions. This replacement 

\ , — > 

of raw scores by Z scores was necessary to equalize 
component score variability * in order to eliminate un- 
wanted distortion in the priority score (Glock, 1963) . 
Component scores for each activity were weighted arid 
combined as follows: 

P = T + 2H + 3G ... . 

Where P = prior^y score , 

T= time f score , ^ 
H = harm Z score, and * . 

G = gap Z score. 

r ■ .. - ^ 

The above equation. provides the definition of a training :* 
needs/priority for the purpose of the study. The defini- 

tion is based on % the logic that a rank ordering of training 

/ • > . ;•' . .. 

needs based solely on the magnitude of the performance 

/ , - , ■ ■ ' .. ' . • , ■ ; . ■ ■ ■ ..• v ' ' 

gap is, deficient in that' it ignores the importance to the 

/ job of the activity in-rwhich the gap^exisrts, For the pur- 
pose of this study, importance! to the job is defined as 
being comprised of the amount ;pf time ; spent performing the 
activity and the amount of harm which would result from its 
inadequate performance- The weights- used in the/ formula ' 
result from the two concepts that: . " ■ V. 



Importance to the job and size 
of the performance gap are of 
equal weight in prioritizing 

training needs. / 

" ■ . . . . / 

Within importance to the job, 
harm is more critical than time 



A graphic representation of priority score composition 



appears in Figure 1. 



Figure 1. 

COMPOSITION OF PRIORITY SCORE 




\ 
\ 



a 



1 -V The .product of the analysis procedure' described 
above was a list of 127 composite scores , one* for each 
activity. Pripi^ty Iscores lists were produced in this ^ 
manner for each of the following 65 groupings .of /response 
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All respondent agencies; 

Responses by type of agency: 

a. Municipal Police 

b . Sheriff 1 s Departments 

c. County Police 

d. State Police/Highway Patrol 

e. City Transit Authority, 
City Port Authority, and 
Others 

Responses by size of agency 
(sworn officers): 



a'. 


1,600 


& Over 


b. 


800 


- 1, 


599 


c . 


' 400 




799 


d. 


200 




399 


e . 


100 




•199 


f . 


- 50 




99 


g. 


40 




49 




30' 


\ 


39 


i . 


20 




29 


j • 


10 




19 


k. 


5 




\, 9 


1. 


1 




\ 4 


m. 


500^&. 


Over \ 


n . 


Less A 


:han 


500 


o. 


10 & X 


)ver 




p. 


Less than 


10- 


q- 


200 .-. 


799, 




r . 


40 - 


199 




s . 


10 - 


39; 





Responses by type and size of agency 
(sworn officers) : 

a. Municipal Police with 500 # . 
or more sworn officers 

b. Sheriff" s Departments with 
500 or more sworn officers 

c. County Police wi th ,500 or 
'more.; sworn officers \ 

d. State Police/Highway Patrol 
: with- 500 or more, sworn 

officers ° 
^. Municipal Police with fewer 

than 500 2/ sworn; of facers jl 

f. Sheriff 1 s Departments with 
fewer than 500 sworn officers . 

g . County Police with fewer than 
500 sworn officers :•'.>""''» •/. 

h . State Ppl ice /Highway Patrol with 
fewer -than 5.00 sworn officers* 



''"V : '^^''-:-,.^1 : ' : t' 
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Responses by size of population over 
wh;ich the agency exercises jurisdiction 
a. 250,000 & Over 1 
bV 100,000 - 249/999 

c. 50,000 - 99,999 

d. 25,000 - 49,999 5 

e. 10,000 - 24,999 
'f . ' 5,000 - ■ 9,999 

g. 2,500 - \ 4,999 

h. 1,000 2,499 

i. 50 \ 999 

j . 4 99 and less o * 

. 50,000 - 249,999 
1. 10,00.0 - 49,999 ' v 
vm.'* 1,000, 9,999 

in. 9,999 and less * 
o. 9 99, and less; 

Responses by geographic region: 

a. New England (Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhod£ Isiand, and Vermont) 

b. Middle Atlantic (New Jersey, - 
New York, an<3 Pennsylvania) 

c. south Atlantic (Delaware, District 
of CoLumbia, Florida r Georgia, 
Maryland, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Virginia, and West 
Virginia) 

^d. East South Central (Alabama, 

Kentucky, Mississippi,, and 

Tennessee) a 
e'. West South .Central (Arkansas, 

Louisiana, * Oklahoma,- and Tqjcas) 
f t East North- Central (Illinois, 

.Indiana, Michigan,; Ohio, and - 

Wisconsin) ,.; 
g * West North Central. (Iowa , Kansas, 

Minnesota , Missouri , Nebraska , 

Nortb Dakota, and Sotith Dakota) - *" 
h . Mountain (Arizona*, Colorado, 

Idaho , Montana y Nevada , New r 

Mexico, Utah, and Wydmincj) f 
i> Pacific (Alaska, California; 

Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington) 
j . Other ; . . ~ ^./.v^. 



7. Responses'by law enforcement role 
^. \ most closely describing the primary 

mission of the agency: . 

a. Enforce the Law C • 

/ b. Protect Persons and Property^ 

c. Keep the Peace; \ 

.8*. Responses by' the extent to which 
respondent's current area of 
••. • responsibility includes drug 

enforcement activities: ^> 

a . Not at all ' * • 

b. Part-time H 

c. Fjill-time 

d. . Full-time or part-time. 

In order to assess the degree of similarity 
or difference l^etween any' two' of the above groupings, 
-the 127 composite scores for each grouping were corre- 
MatedA^ith those of each of the other -groupings, using 
the* Pearson coefficient! In addition ,' 36 scatter diagrams 
were produced 'and examined to ensure that high correla- 
tions between mutually exclusive groups were; not a 
•spurious result of discontinuous distributions, extreme 
scores, heteroscedasticity , etc . * _ : ' . - 

As previously /indicated, agencies could elect , 
to, provide narrative comments by using the Comment Form* 
enclosed in. the survey packet. All returned Comment Forms 
were read by two project team Members. Based on these 
readings, categories of comments were formulated and - 
assigned -code numbers. Comment Forms were then re-read, 
"cfiirinq which time the readers noted on-each form the code 



number of each comment appearing on the forfii. The fre- 

" ' i : - • ; . ... * & 

quency of ogcurrgnce of each « code number was then 



determined for reporting xrrrposes . 



c 



f 
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J FINDINGS 

' The primary analysis of the. data utilized 

•' . % • 

8,400 responses from 7,294 agencies. Due to. variations, 
in the response rates by agencies 6f different sizes, 
these— 7-7-294 agencies actually 'employ 90.0% of all 
state, county and locpil sworn law enforcement personnel 
in the' United States, exclusive of) university -, airport 
and other special purpos.e officers*. 

Characteristics of Respondents V 



' Agencies from each of the 50 states and the 
District' of Columbia participated in the study. Table 3 
shows the distribution of responses by size of the popu- 
lation in the" geographical area (state, county," etc.) 
over, which an agency exercises jurisdiction. 
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TABLE 3. 



SIZE OF POPULATION "SERVED BY 
** ' RESPONDING AGENCIES 



SIZti OF POPULATION 

250,000 & Over 
100,000,- 249,999 
50,000 - 99,999 
25,000 - 49,999 
10,000 - '24,999 
5,000 - A 9,999 
. 2,500 - 4,999 
1,000 - ' 2 ,499 . 
500 - 999 
Less than 500 
Unknown 

, TOTAL • 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 

897 
506 
5:72 - 
.; 897 
1,606 
1,369 ' 
i;265 

*•. 9i> ".; 

*'• .248 
t 78 
' 45 

8;400 . 



PERCENT OF TOTAL 
RESPONSE 

. . 10.7 ... 
• 6.0 . 

6.8 , 
- • 10.7 ~ 

19 .1 * ' 

• ' /; '-16*3 

% 15.1 - 

• r 10*. 9 V ... 
3.0 • 
0.9 _ . 
0.5 



: loo.o 



The proportion of responses coming from the' 
various types of agencies is shown in Table 4; 




TABLE 4 - ■ ■ ' > 

'. ° > ' ?' _ \ '. • 

RESPONSES BY TYPE OF AGENCY 

• ■ . j ..." . ■ c . ■ ; •; • 

. V PERCENT OF 

.. -NUMBER OF TOTAL ■ 

AGENCY TYPE , . ' ». *J , RESPONSES ' RESPONSES \ 

Municipal Police ^ . \ 6, 186 * \ : 73.6 

Sheriff's Department 1,491 » J.7.8 



, > State Police/Highway Patrol \ .365 > \ »4.3 * 

County Police • *. . .*. 175 '2.1, 

Other ■ '' 183 • ' 2.2 



TOTAL-' . . • 8,400 100 .0 



.• Over half (4,730 or 56 . 4 % ) of the respondents 

; * t '. "' ,"•'*' ' 

were either Polige; Chief s/.Assistant Chief s or Sheriffs/Deputy 
Sheriffs. r Table 5 contains complete information on the 
positions held by respondents. „ -« 
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TABLE. 5 

POSITION, RANK, OR TITLE OF .RESPONDENTS 



POSITION, RANK, 
OR TITLE 

.a 

Chief of Police 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 

3,444 



Special Agent/ • 
Criminal Investigator - 

' Supervisory Criminal 
• Investigator 

Other , ' •*-.- 



TOTAB 



' 18 

84 
1,037 
8,400. 



PERCENT OF TOTAL 
RESPONSE 

41. 0- •'• 



Assistant Chief /Deputy 
Chief 1 ^ 


, 442 ., 


.5.3 


Sheriff, 


483 


5.8 


Chief Deputy Sheriff 1 


246 

i' 


2.9 


Deputy Sheriff 


1 115 


< 1.4" 


Major \ 
Captain 

0 

Q 


168 
660 


2.0 ^ 
7:9 


Lieutenant . f 


639 


0 7.6 


. j 

Sergeant ' v , 

• * i ■* 


558 


6.6 


Corporal 


62 


0,7° 


Patrolman/Trooper 


273 


3.2 


Inspectdr , 


62 


0 . 7 


Public Safety Director 


33 


0.4 


;.; • i: ' • - . 

Detective , a/ 


76 


0.9 " 



1 • 

\ 



0.2 



1.0 



12.3 



.9.9.9* 



♦Difference due to rounding. 



Over three-fourths ' (6,352 or 75.6%) offthe 
respondents had as their current area of responsibility 
their entire agency or all of field operations. See 
Table 6 for details. 6 * « 



TABLE 6 



CURRENT AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY 



OF RESPONDENTS 



AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY 



1-. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5, 
6. 



Entire Agency 
Field Operations 
Administrative Services 
Support /Auxiliary Services 
Other 

* ■ . ) ■ ■ . i] . . y 

Any Combination of 2 thru 5 

. • \ * ■ / 

TOTAL . \ /■ 



NUMBER OF 
RESPONSE 




PERCENT OF TOTAL 
RESPONSE/ 



5,17/ 


61.6 \ 


y,m 


14.0 


758 


9.0 


168^ 


2.0 


81 


• 1.0 


1,041 


12.4 


8,400 . 


100.0 



On the average, the respondents had 13.0 "years 

experience in/ their" current agencies and an average 16 .8 

years total law enforcement experience, .with a mean age 
' ■ - ' ' ' '.- ' 

of 42.7 years. Nearly four-fifths (6,687 or 79.6%) of 

the "respondents indicated that their current area of 

responsibility .included drug enforcement activities. 



Training Priorities by Geographic Region 

In this study, data were gathered in a manner 
which allowed law enforcement training needs to be 



7 



analyzed from the perspectives of agexfcy type, size, and 
geographic location. Training needs of agencies in differ- 
ent locations were found to be so similar as to make it 
.unnecessary to repQrt needs by geographic region . In 
fact, the training priorities of the two regions with the 
fewest similarities were .still correlated at r = .94. This 
means that training needs in either region could be us'ed 
to "predict training needs in the other region with 88% 

. ■ , / . v • \ . i * 

accuracy. Table 7 lists' the correlations for all pairs 
of regions. — . . 

t I . . 

■i 
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TABLE 7 



TRAINING PRIORITY CORRELATIONS 
~~BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION 
(p < .001) 



Region 


P ' 


M 


' WNC 


ENC 


WSC 


ESC 


SA 


NE 


.95 


.96 


.95 


.98 


.96 


.96 


.97 


MA 


.94 


.95 


.94 


.98 


.96 


•95 




SA 


.96 


.98 


.97 


.98 


.98 


• 98 




ESC 


.93 


.96 


.96 


.97 


.98 






WSC 


.96 


.97 


.97 


.97 








ENC- 


.9/6" 


•97 ( 


.97 










WNC 


.95\^ 


.98 












M 


.97 















MA 
.97 



New England 

Connecticut 
Maine 

Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Middle Atlantic 

New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

South. Atlantic 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Maryland 

North Carolina 

'South Carolina 

Virginia ' 

West Virginia 



REGIONS AND STATES 

East South Central 

Alabama 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
Tennessee 

J West South Central 

Arkansas 
Louisiana * 
Oklahoma ° 
Texas * 

East North Central 

Illinois 
Indiana 
v Michigan 
Ohio - ; 
Wisconsin , 
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West flbrth Central 

Iowa \ 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska . 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Mountain 

Arizona 

Colorado 

Idal^o 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 1 
Utah i v 
Wyoming 

Pacific " 

Alaska 
California 
Hawaii; 
Oregon 
Washington - 



Training Priorities for All Agencies / 



As would be expected, some training needs were / 

- ■ .- / .. ' I "'• : / 

given high priority\ by all agencies regardless of type or 
size, while other needs were rated high for some types or 
sizes of agencies but not others. In this section, those 
training needs given average or higher training priorities, 
regardless of agency type or size, will be discussed. 
These needs .will be described on two levels of specificity: 

1. Individual law enforcement ^ in- 
activities, and 

2. Major law enforcement job _ 
categories . 

Of the total 127 activities , 54' (42.5%) were 
given average or higher training priority regardless of 
agency type or size. IThese 54 activities are listed in 
priority order in Table 8. The job category is "shown in 
parenthesis* following the activity statement. , 



TABLE 8 



TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR ALL AGENCIES (n = 8,400) 



* Activity 

Activity - Rank 

Handle Personal Stress (Common) 1 
Conduct Interviews/Interrogations (Detective/ 

Juvenile/Vice) ., 2 
Drive Vehicle in Emergency/Pursuit Situations 

(Common)) . /. 3 . 
Maintain Appropriate Level of* Physical I 

Fitness (Common) . \ 4 i 
Promote. Positive Public Image (Common) .5 

Determine Probable Cause for Arrest (Common) 6 

Write Crime/ Incident Reports (Common) » 7 

Handle . Domestic disturbances* (Patrol) m .8 

Collect, Maintain, and Preserve Evidence (Common) 9 

Respiond to Crimes,, in Progress (Patrol) 10 

Develop Sources of Information (Common). 11 

Perform Patrol Activities (Common)..-' 12 
Search, Photograph, and Diagram Crime Scenes 

(Detective/Juvenile/Vice) 13 
Carry Out First-Line Supervision of Sworn 

Personnel (Including Planning, Organizing^ 

Scheduling, Appraising Performance, etc.), 

(Common) . , 14 

Take Field'Nbtes (Detective/ Juvenile/Vice) 15 ' 
Testify' in Criminal, Civil, and Administrative 

Cases (Common) - 16 
Conduct Follcw-Up on Investigations (Detective/ 

Juvenile/Vice) 17 

Make Arrest With/Without Warrants (Common) 1G 

Provide On^The-Job Training (Common) 19 
Identify and Develop Probablp Cause for * 

Obtaining Warrants (Common) 20 - 

Conduct On-Scene Suspect Identification (Patrol) ; .21 

Identify Crimes/Laws Being, Violated (Common) -22 

Pro tec f "C rime~~S ce.ne_( Common) v y 23 

Conduct Frisk /Pat Down Sear ch'K~-(€ominon ) / ^ 24 
Fire" Weapons for Practice/Qualification (Common) * 25 

Prepare 'Supplemental Reports (Common) /, * ' 26 
Coordinate Major Case Investigations (Detective/ 

Juvenile/Vice) . 27 

Investigate -Citizen Complaints (Intelligence) i 28 

Control Individuals Placed^Under Arrest (Common) 29 
Identify and Resolve Legal Issues in Obtaining 

Search Warrants (Common) « 30 
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TABLE 8 (Continued) 



TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR ALL AGENCIES (n = 8,400) 



Detect, /Gather , Record, and Maintain Intelli- 
gence Information (Detective/Juvenile/Vice) 
Conduct Detail Search of Suspects/Prisoners 

(Common) • ' } 

Act a£i Hostage Negotiator (Other) 
Maintain Confidentiality and Security of Cases/ 

Information (Common) - 
Drive Vehicle -in Routine Situations (Common) 
Execute Search Warrants (Common) 
Develop and Maintain Control of Informants in ; 

Other Than Drug Investigations (Detective/ 

Juvenile /Vicfe ) 
Use Tape Recorders/Handwritten Notes When Con- *V. • 

ducting Interviews or Interrogations (Common) 
Supervise the Placement and Utilization of Sworn 

Personnel and Equipment (Common) 
Conduct Stationary /Mobile Surveillance of Drug 

Suspects (to include Covex Surveillance on 

Undercover Buys) (Drug) 
Administer First Aid (Common) 
; Search Persons, Dwellings,, and Transportation 

Conveyances for Illegal Druc^s (Drug) 
Use Two-Way Radio in Police CoitutKinications 
(Common) 

Search Persons, Dwellings, and Transportation 
... Conveyances for Other Than Illegal Drugs 
(Common) 

Write Affidavits for Search Warrants (Common) 
Transport Suspects/Prisoners {Common) 
Investigate Conspiracy to Illegally Import , Manu- 
facture, Distribute Controlled SMbstances (Drug) 
Plan Strategy for Conducting 'Searches (Common), 
Provide Assistance to Citizens (Common) 
Coordinate .Investigation"A^ith Law Enforcement: 

Officials from Other Agencies (Common) 
Conduct Stationary /Mobile Surveillance of Other 

Than Drug Suspects (Common) • 
Provide Crowd/ Riot Control (Patrol ) 
Use Undercover, Techniques in Other Than Drug • 

Investigations (Common) 
Conduct Tactical Operations (Raids, Large Scale 
Searches , etc /) (Common) -~f . ' 



31 

32 
33 

34 
35 
36 



37 ' 

38 

39 



40 
41 

42 

43 * 



44 

'45 
46 

47 
48 
49 

50 

51 
52 

.53 

54 



. Activity 



Activity 
/Rank 




Figure 2 illustrates the training priority for, 
each of the seven job categories when all 127 activities 
are taken intd account. • • 




Figure 2. 
PRIORITY TRAINING NEEDS 
GROUPED BY JOB CATEGORIES 

(h = 8,400)' 
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COMMON DETECTIVE/ PATROL INTELLIGENCE 
JUVENILE/ s 
VICE . . % 

JOB CATEGORIES 



DRUG 



TRAFFIC 



OTHER 



J 



Table 9 lists the 54 highly rated activities in priority 
order within' each job category . 
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TABLE 9 



TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR ALL AGENCIES 
BY JOB CATEGORY (n = 8,480) 



Common Category 
Activities 



if- 



Category^ 
Rank 



Overall 
Rank 



Handle Personal Stress 

Drive Vehicle in Emergency /Pur suit 

Situations . ' ' 
Maintain Appropriate Level of Physical . 

Fitness 

Promote Positive Public Image 
Determine Probable Cause 'for Arrest 
Write Crime/ Incident Reports 
Cdllect, Maintain, and Preserve Evidence 
Develop Sources of Information 
Perform Patrol Activities 

Carry Out First-Line Supervision of Sworn 

^Personnel (Including Planning, Organ- 
. -izing, Scheduling, Appraising 

^performance, etc.) 
Testify in Criminal, Civil, and 

Administrative Cases 
Make Arrest With /Without Warrants 
Provide On-The-Job -Training 
Identify and Develop Probable Cause 

for Obtaining Warrants 
Identify Crimes/Laws Being Violated 
£^>rotect Crime.. Scene . 

Conduct Frisk/Pat Down Searches 
Fire Weapons for Practice/Qualification 
Prepare Supplemental Reports . 
Control Individuals Placed Under Arrest 
Identify and Resolve £egal Issues in 

Obtaining Search Warrants 
Conduct Detail Search of Suspects/ 

Prisoners 

Maintail^ Confidentiality and- Security 

of Cases/Information 
Drive Vehicle in Routine Situations 
j§xecute\Search Warrants 
Use Tape . Recorders/Handwritten Notes ; 
when Conducting Interviews or 
Interrogations ^. 
"Supervise the, Placement and Utilization 
. of Sworn Personnel and Equipment 



Administer First Aid 



3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 



"io. 

11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 

22 

23 
24 
25 

26 

27 
28 



4 
5 

6- 
7 
' 9 
11 
12 



1-4 
•» 

16 
18 
19 

20 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
29 

30 

32 

34 
35 
36 



38 

39 

■■41. 
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TABLE 9 (Continued) 

TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR ALL AGENCIES 
BY JOB CATEGORY (n = 3,400) 



Common Category .(Continued) 



Category 
Rank 



Overall 
Rank. 



Activities 



Use Two-way Radio in Police Communi- 
cations i " * , - 

Search Persons , Dwellings , and Trans- 
portation Conveyances for Other 
Than Illegal Drugs 

Write Affidavits for -.Search Warrants 

Transport Suspects^Prisoners 

Plan Strategy *br Conducting Searches 

Provide Assistance j to Citizens - 

Coordinate Investigation^ with Law 
Enforcement Officials from Other 
Agencies' . ? - . j . " 

Conduct Stationary /Mobile .Surveillance 
of Other Than Drug Suspects t * 

Use .Undercover Techniques in Other Than 
Drug Investigations ,:f 

Conduct Tactical Operations (Raids/ 
Large-scale Searches; etc.)** 



" betefctive /Juvenile/Vice Cate<?o±y 



Activities 

Conduct Interviews/lnterrqgatiohs 
Search, Photograph J ^.and Diagram Crime 

... Scenes ■ .. • ■-■'■"v..-' ;■*" 
Take Field Notes "..',/ . ' _ . - - 
"Conduct Follow-Up on Investigations 
Coordinates Ma jor ~c4se Investigations 
Detect; Gather, Record, and Mairitain- 

Intelligence Information 
Develop knd Maintain Control of 

Informants in Otiher Than Drug 

Investigations '[ ■ 







30 ' 


44 


31 


45 


32 


46 


Jo 


f* 0 




A Q 


35 


50 


JO 




J / 




'38 


54 


: i ' 


2 


2 


13 


-3 


15 


4 


17 


■ ••5 - 


27 


6 


31 


7 .« 


37 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 

TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR' ALL AGENCIES 
BY JOB CATEGORY (n ■ 8,400) 



Patrol Category 

Activities 

Handle Domestic Disturbances 
Respond to Crimes in Progress 
Conduct On-Scene Suspect Identification 
Provide Crowd/Riot Control 



7 



Category 
Rank 



1 
2 
3 
4 



Overall 
Rank 



8 
10 
21 
32 



Intelligence Category 

Activity 
Investigate Citizen Complaints 



28 



Drug category 

Activities 

Conduct Stationary /Mobile Surveillance of 
Drug^uspects (to Include Cover 
Surveillance on Undercover Buys) ~ 

Search Persons/ Dwellings, and Transpor- 
tation Conveyances for Illegal Drugs 

Investigate Conspiracy to Illegally 
Import, Manufacture, Distribute 
Controlled Substances * 



1 
2 



40 
42 

47 



Traffic Category 



Activity 



None 



Other Category 

Activity 
Act as Hostage Negotiator 



a 1 



33 



r 



^Training Priorities for Agency Clusters 

V 

in addition to the 54 activities which were 
given .high priority ratings by all types and sizes of 
agencies/ a number of activities were found to be^of 

priority for some agencies but not others. Four 
groups or clusters of agencies were identified as having 
distinct sets of training needs. These were: 

K s 

« - 

1. a. Municipal police departments 

with 500 or more sworn per- 
*S> sonnel , 

b. Sheriff's departments with' ' 
500 or more sworn personnel , > v 

c. County police departments with 
500 or more sworn personnel. 

2. * a. Municipal police departments 

with fewer than 500 sworn 
personnel , V 

b. County police departments * ■ . 
with fewer than 500 sworn 

* personnel , * 

c. City transit authorities, 
city port, authorities , and 

pother Agencies not else- c 

• wb^re specified. •;. . • ^ 

3. Sheriff's departments with f^wer v * 
than 500 sworn personnel. , 

4. State police/highway patrol agencies: 

Differences in trailing needs among agency 
clusters are illustrated by Figures 3 6 in which job 
categories are prioritized -for each cluster. Most 
notable among the differences are: 



1.. the high rating for the Drug 

category for sheriff's depart- , * "' 4 

merits with fewer than 500 sworn 
personnel, * - 

. ' • ' /• -* ' ' ' ' ) 

2. the- high rating for the-Intelli- • . v ■ * 
. cfence and Traf f,ic, cateigories f or / ,«» 

state police/highway patrol ' * - 

"agencies, and y 

* . ... . . - o n "- : 

3. the low rating for the Detective/ 
Juvenile/Vice category for state; 
police /highway patrol. agencies. 
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* Figure 3. '. v '■' 

PRIORITY TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
MUNICIPAL AND COUNTY POLICE AGENCIES 
AND SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENTS WITH 
500 OR MORE SWORN PERSONNEL 
(n = 869) 
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Figure 4. 
PRIORITY TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
MUNICIPAL AND COUNTY POLICE AGENCIES WITH FEWER 
THAN 600 SWORN PERSONNEL, CITY TRANSIT AND 
CITY PORT AUTHORITIES AND OTHER 
• AGENCIES NOT ELSEWHERE SPECIFIED 
70 - (n = 5,861) ! 



.•••••{«... 

< »•••••••••••• 

»•••••••••••• 

•aaaaaaaaaaaa 
■•••■■••■■•a* 



•••••••••••a 

aaaaaaaaaaa- 

:!: 

••••»••••••• 

•••••••••••a 

•••••••••••a 

•••••••••••a 

••»••••••••» 

aaaaaaaaaaa» 
aaaaaaaaaaaa 
aaaaaaaaa aaa 
iaaaaaaaafaa 
aaaaaaaaaaa* 

::::: i::;: 
:::::::::::: 

tZaaajZSjaZa 

'•••••issisSi 



till 
• ••• 

If 

• •it 



••••••Si... 

••••••••••••a 



5.4 



COMMON 



:::: 



4J 



•••••••••••a 

•••••••••••a 

•••••••••••a 

aaaaaaaaaaaa 
•••••••••••a 

•••••••••••a 



••••|T lj<>! 

:{»:{ ijli 
::::::!:::! 



:L 



4.0 



4.0 



•••••••••••< 

•••••••••••« 

aaaaaaaaaaai 
•••••• « « • 



•••••••••••< 



•••■■•■■■■•a 

SSSSaMaSfS! 

••iii 

a«aaaf !••» 
aaaaaaaaaai 



aaaaai aaaaa 
aaaaiiaaaaa _ 
••aaaiaaaaaa 
aaaaaaaaaaaa 



aaaaaaaaaaaa 



aaaaaaaaaaaa 



Vaaaaaaai 

aaaaaaaaaaaa 
aaaaaaaaaaaa 
aaaaaaaaaaaa 
aaaaaaaaar" 
aaaaaaaaai 

:::::::::::: 

aaaaaaaaaaaa 

:":..:::..! 
!:!!::::::!; 

aaaaaaaaaaaa 
afaiaaaaaaaa 

aatf JJ r 
SSaaaaaaaaaa 
aaaaaaaaaaaa 



detective / 
juvenile / 
vice 



» PATROL INTELLIGENCE 



JOB CATEGORIES 



■minim 
DRUG 



2J 













a*aaaaaa«S 

llplii 


1 

I 


::::::*.::: 


! 


::;::::::: 
:::::::::: 


| 






••••••••*• 



HO 



TRAFFIC 



OTHER 



Y 



' Figures. 
PRIORITY TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 
500 SWORN PERSONNEL , 
(n = 1,315) ! 
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. Figure 6. . * . 

PRIORITY TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
STATE POLICE / HIGHWAY PATROL AGENCIES 
. .« • (n = 365) * 
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The specific activities given high -ratings by 
some agencies but not others are. listed in Tabled 10 - 13. 
Eleven additional activities were ! given ratings of aveiracje 
or higher training priority by\large (500 or more sworn 
officers), municipal and county police arid sheriff 's 
departments (see Table 10) . Appendix^ C shows the priority 
\ ranking for all 127 activities for these agencies*. - 



- 62 - 



70M 



TABLE 10 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR MUNICIPAL 
AND COUNTY POLICE AGENCIES AND JSHERIFF'S 
DEPARTMENTS WITH 500 OR: MORE 
SWORN PERSONNEL* (n = 869) 



Activity (Category) 

Counsel Juveniles (Detective/ 
Juvenile/Vice) . 

Provide Assistance in Potential 
Suicide Situations (Counsel, 
Comfort, Rescue, etc.) (Common) 

Disseminate Information/Intelligence 
to Special Units (Intelligence, 
Detective, etc.) (Intelligence) 

Conduct Police Community Relations/ 
. Crime Prevention Programs' (Other) 

Handle Juvenile Matters (Detective/ 
•Juvenile/Vice) 

Extricate Trapped Persons from 

Buildings/Vehicles, etc. (Patrol) 

.Use Analytical Investigative Methods 
(Link, Analysis, P^th Analysis, 
vViA/ etc.)' (Common) - 

Determine whether Incidents are 
^Criminal or Civil (Common) 

Identify High Crime m Area (Other)* 

Develop and Maintain Control of 
Informants in Drug Investiga- 
tions (Drug) 

Use SWAT. Tactics (Common) 



Agency 
Rank 



45 



50 



53 
5'5 
56 
58 



59 

60 
62 



63 
65 



Overall 
Rank 



38 



33 

78 
55 
47. 
70 

76 

6 5 
81 



44 
77 



Fifteen additional activities were given average * 
or higher training priority ratings by municipal "and county 
police departments with fewer than 500 sworn personnel , city 
transit or^port authorities and other agencies not elsewhere 
specified (see Table 11) . Appendix C shows a comprehensive 
priority ranking for these agencies. 



.*These training priorities are in 
addition to those in^Table 9. 



TABLE 11 ^ 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING PRIORITIES- FOR MUNICIPAL AND 
COUNTY POLICE AGENCIES WITH FEWER THAN 500 ! ! 
SWORN PERSONNEL, CITY TRANSIT AND 
CITY PORT AUTHORITIES MID OTHER 
AGENCIES NOT ELSEWHERE 
SPECIFIED* (n - 5,851) \ 



Activity (Category) 

Provide Assistance in Potential 

Suicide* Situations (Counsel , 

Comfort, Rescue, etc.) (Common) 
Counsel Juveniles (Detective/ • 

Juvenile/Vipe) . 
Investigate Possession with Intent 

to Distribute and/or Sale of 
_j> — illegally Imported/Manufactured 

Controlled Substances (Drug) 
Develop and Maintain Control of 

Informants in «Drug Investiga- 
tions (Drug) * 
Handle Juvenile Matters (Detective/ 

Juvenile /Vice) 
Use Undercover Techniques in ,Drug .. 

Investigations (Dru§) 
Conduct Police Community Relations/ 

Crime Prevention Programs (Other) 
Photograph and Diagram Accident 

Scene (Traffic) \ 4 
Provide Public Assistance in*Drug 

Abuse Education and Prevention 

(Drug) 

Issue Traffic Citations/Warnings 

* (Traffic) ~ , ; : . 

Check Security of Businesses and 

Residences (Common) 
Determine whether Inci^en^s are 

Criminal or Civil (Common). 
Prepare Complaint^ (Common) . 0 
Interview Drivers /Witnesses About 

Motor Vehicle Accidents (Traffic) 
Provide Accident Scene Maintenance/ 

Security (Traffic) 



Agency 
Rank 



-Overall 
Rank 



33 


33 


38 


38 




39 


44 


44 


47 • 


f 47 


52 


1 52 


57 


f 57 


58 


58 



60 
61 

63 

>6-5- 



66, 
68 
69 



60 
61 

63 



65- 
66 

68 

69 



♦These training priorities are ini 
addition to those shown in Table 9. 



Fourteen additional activities were given average- 
or higher training priority ratings by sheriff 1 s depart- 
ments with fe^er than 500 sworn personnel (see Tabl'e 12). 

i .* 

Appendix C shows the priority ranking for all 127 activities 
for these ag^fcies. ,-.».< 

4 ,\ TABLE i2 . , 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR SHERIFF 1 S 
DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 500 
SWORN PERSONNEL* (n = 1,315K 



Activity (Category) 

Perform Entry/Exit Processing 
of Prisoners (Common) 

Use Undercover. Techniques in 
Drug Investigations (Drug) 

Investigate Possession with In- 
tent to Distribute and/or Sale 
of Illegally Imported/Manu- 
. factured Controlled Substances 
(Drug) 

.Develop and Maintain' Control of 

Informant in Drug Investigations 
• (Drug) . 
Provide Assistance in Potential 
Suicide Situations, , (Counsel, 
Comfort, Rescue, etc.) (Common) 
Serve Civil * Court: Papers (Other) - \ 
Quell :Jail Disturbances/Riots •.- 

- (Common) . * ^ 
s Investigate Financial Aspects of 
Illegal Drug Trafficking in 
, Order ; to Identify . and Seize 
Assets (Vehicles, Funds, Real 
Estate / etc . ) Acquired as a 
Result of Drug Trafficking 
fDrug) 

Provide Public Assistance in Drug 
Abuse Education and Prevent! 
(Drug) 

* These training p^ibriti^s are in 
addition^ to^those" ^sju5wn i in Table 9 . 




Agency 
Rank 



26' 



28 



34 



36 
46 



Overall 
Rank 



91 
52 



39 



144 



33 
126 

117. 




TABLE 12 (Continued ) ( 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR SHERIFF'S 
DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 500 
SWORN PERSONNEL* (n - 1., 315) 



Activity (Category) 

Investigate Drug Smuggling by 

Aircraft, Vessels > Mail, etc. I 
(Drug) 

nv; ?1 e Juvenile Matters (Detective/ 



Agency Overall 
Rank Rank 



61 ; 60 

ww*-**—- — — — — , . '. 0 

ivenile/Vice) ' 63 47 



L^w lever se Undercover Techniques 

in Drug Investigations (Drug) 
Use SWAT Tactics (Common) 66 . 77 

Investigate Illegal Marijuana 6 

Cultivation and Develop 

Eradication Programs (Drug) 



64 83 



67 - 108 



Nineteen additional activities were given average 
or higher training priority ratings by state police"/ highway 
patrol agencies (see Table 13) . Appendix X shows ' the 
priority ranking for all 127 activities for these agencies. 

TABLE 13 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR 
STATE 1 CE/HIGHWAY PATROL 

AuENCxES* (n = 365) ~ 



Agency Overall 
Rank Rank 



34 77 
37 70 



Activity (Category) 

Photograph and Diagram Accident 

Scene (Traffic) ..,./. 33 58 

Use SWAT 'Tactics (Common) 
Extricate Trapped Persons from 

Buildings, Vehicles, etc. 
(Patrol) * 

Interview Drivers/Witnesses About \ 
Motor Vehicle Accidents (Traffic) 38 68 



*These training prior 1 ties are in 
addition to those ;^ip.,n in Table 9 

, • : v ;v : ' ; ^^'66'^-^- ; --- . 



i 



/ 



/ 



T7CE|LE 13 (Cdntunued) 

ADDITIONAL TRAINING PRIORITIES FOR 
STATE POLICE/HIGHWAY PATROL 
AGENCIES* (n = 365) 



Agency 

Activity (Category) „' Rank 

Provide Accident Scene Maintenance/ 

Security (Traffic) / 43 

Conduct Background/Applicant In- 
vestigations (Intelligence) "44 
Issue Traffic Citations/Warnings 

(Traffic) . / 45 

llwestigate Drug Smuggling by 

Aircraft, Vessels, Mail, etc, ^ 
(Drug) A / 53 

Check for Proper Registration, 

Drivers License, Viehicle ^ 
Weights, etc, (Patrol) " 54 

Conduct Internal Affairs Investi- 
gations (Intelligence) 55 
Conduct Police Community Relations/ 

Crime Prevention Programs (Other) 58 
Provide Executive/Dignitary Security/ 
Protection' (Detective/Juvenile/ 
Vice) / ' 59 

Control Traffic at Scene of 

Accident, Busy Intersection,; 

ci4l Events, etc . (Traffic) 60 
Que^ ^il Disturbances/Riots 

(Coiruu n) ^ ' 64 

Inspect for Vehicle Identifica- 
tion Number (VIN) (Common) 65 1 * 
Operate Radar /VASCAR* etc.; Equip- . 
/ ment (Traffic) 67 
/Investigate Possession with Intent 
to Distribute and/or Sale of 
Illegally Imported/Manufactured 
Controlled Substances (Drug)' 70 
^Administer Roadside Sobriety Tests 

(Traffic) / - ,71 

Perform Generai Office Functions 

(Other) 72 



*These training priorities are in 
./addition to those shown in Table 9 



Overall 
R:ank 



69 
79 
61 

84 

74 
86 
57 

110 

71 

117 



109 
89 



39 

.94 ' 
73 
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Comment Form Content Analysis 

; i ' 5 " it 

* s 

The preceding pages have summarized the find- 
ings resulting from an analysis of the data provided by 
agency responses to the Nati o nwide La^ySEn^orcement 



Training Needs Assessment .IhvefvEery Rookj^t . A second 
/source of data regarding agency perceptions of law" en- 
forcement training related issues .was the Comment Form 
Which was included in each of the survey packets. These 
forms were to.be completed and returned by agencies wish- 
; ; ing to provide narrative comments on training related 



. 

issues . 



Of the 7,294 ^encies responding, 534 (7.3%) 
provided a total of 1,127 comments of relevance to this 
study. ? i • • 

Since use of the^Gomment Form was voluntary, a 
random sample was not obtained. This fact, in combination 
with the 7.3i response rate for Comment Forms, indicates 
that the comments submitted must: not be considered statis- 
tically representative of the opinions of state land local ' 



law enforcement personnel across the Nation. However, the 



comments are of relevance to t\is study in that they 



represent the opinions of those law enforcement personnel 
who took the Additional time necessary to provide riarra- 
tiye input regarding training issues'of the law enforcement 
community. 

' ' X ' f ;." ' . . ■ : .. ;■ ■ *' .:: .. : ' 



A great number of the 1,127 comments (487 or 
43.2% of all common* ^ rpf-urned by agencies) referred 
to a lack of r. m agencies/ In all cases 

it appeared,, as one would expect, that the acquisition 
of resources is more of a problem for agencies with fewer 
than 500 sworn personnel than', it is ' for larger agencies. 
The most frequently cited comment (made by 158 or 29.6% of 
agencies Returning comment forms) was that they did not 

have sufficient funds to conduct th ■ necessary training. 

' - • I ~ : * i 

A related comment cited by 54' (17.6%) of the agencies 

1 i 

responding concerned a lack of time for training. 

Other comments dealing with ^ resource related 

♦ . ■ j — 

problems, included: the lack of necessary equipment to ^ 

carry out effective and Efficient operations (77 agencies 

A '} 

J, 

or 14.4%); the need tc^ educate public officials regarding 

j -. . 

law enforcement agency needs for monies (40* agencies or 

7.5%); anc fbo r sire on the part of 46 agencies (8.6%) . 

.to see the re-establishment of the Law Enforcement Assis- * 

tance Administration. Programs and equipment funded by 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration a decade 

ago are now outdated due to* the lack. of resources following 

• • f 

the agency's demise. . * 

*■ ■■■ " ■ * ~ r — ' 

With regard to drug and J narcotics trafficking, 
-61 (11 the gencies responded that they were in 

need of assistance to effectively suppress the organized 
criminal activity within their respective jurisdictions. 



These agencies indicated that, while they have experienced 
some limited success in their pursuit of street- level drug^ 
dealers, ac 1 "* "ed trail * ' and sophisticated equipment 
and resources would^Be^ne^ded in order to penetrate crimi- 
nal enterprises. 

Comments from 153 agencies (28.7%) indicated 
that the Nationwide Law Enforcement Training Needs Assess- 
ment Inventory Booklet appeared to be intended primarily 
for large agencies. Regarding this, it is important to 
note that nearly three-fourths (74.5%) of the 153 agencies 
providing this | comment employed fewer than 20 sworn 
officers. Although the list of 127 activities used in 

the Inventory Booklet was intended to describe field oper- 

t ■ 

ations activities in law enforcement agencies of all types 
and sizes, it was necessary to include activities that 
deal with highly specialized techniques, or the use of 
sophisticated equipment, most XfJ^rr-^mind in larger 
agencies. Further research would be required to determine 
whether there is any connection between the perceptions 
of smaller agencies regarding this issue and the low rate 
of return for small agencies. (See Methodology section. ) 



• • • * CONCLUSIONS 

Extensive analysis revealed that the activities 
given high training priorities were very similar^\ross 
^.11 aqQvr** si^r^ and t-nn^ Fifty-four activities re- 

presented 59.3% of all . >-ois given average or 

* v ' .• * *■ 

* -higher priority ratings. Moreover, the remaining 37 (40.7%) 

v« ."7 activities of average or higher training priority found 

; ... ■ " „ ? ^ •; 

among the four 'agency clusters also included some overlap. 

rr% ' These 91 'activities , therefore, represent an appropriate 

focal point- for Federal support of state and local law 

enforcement training; / *j 

? Three high priority activities warrant comment 
*this point. Activity 8;5, "Handle Personal Stress", was , 
consistently .rated as the number one priority by all 
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four agency clusters. Stress, and the . job; burnout 
syndrome with which it is often associated, are factors* 
affecting performance, in all" types of human service 
organizations . The feelings, of emotional exhaustion 
which result, and which* sometimes lead to cyniqism 
toward the job and the citizens served, seriously re- 
duce organizational effectiveness. 'However, training 
in stress management is booming widely available; for 
law enforcement agencies. It is, therefore, possible 

that the high priority rating given thisl ( area is due 

— ^ *h 

more to the fact that the traininq is "in vogue" than 

- — "... • > ' \ • * 

-71 - 



to an actual need for increased expertise in coping 
with stress. On the other hand, since most training 
in this area is offered by health professionals, the " 
high priority may reflect the inability of law -enforce- 
ment agencies to pay for training of this type. Because 
of -these conflicting possibilities, decisions' regarding 
training in %andle Personal Stress" should be ,based 
upcr additional information --of; -a situational nature, 

Acti\iity 24 > "Carry Out First-Line Supervision 
of Sworn Personnel (Including Planning, Organizing, * 
Scheduling-, Appyaising Performance, etc.)", represents / 

■ * v / ' ■ ■_■ r - - * r 

'a particularly broad duty area. "Tho high priority of . 
this item for all agencies (14th out of 1-27 itertis) ,^long 
with the breadth of the item and the potential impact* 
of supervision on agency efficiency and effectiveness, 
suggests that at least some aspects of supervision '^re 
probably njuch more important training areas than indicated 
by . the data. 6 Any requests, for training in supervisory/ 
management activities should, therefore, be giv^n partic- 
ularly ^c^reful consideration. This area will be examined ~ 
, in much greater detail in' subsequent training needs 
assessments. 

Activity 118, "Perform Patrol Activities" , like 
Activity 24 above, represents an unduly broad duty area. 
While Activity 118 ranks 12th out of the 127, items, it should 
be noted that this item^s actually made up of some eight 



tasks^ and tyo duties. More accurate and meaningful in- 
formation -on training in ^his area is available within 
the "Patrol" joV category. 

The content analysis, of the returned Comment 
, Forms indicates that budge tary t constraints provide an 
underlying obstacle to the provision -of adequate training 
for sworn officers in many agencies. Even in cases where 
training is provided without "cost to agencies , many of 
the smallest agencies are unable ito participate because 
of the problems associated with having a critically needed 
officer away from the gob when there is no one available 
to/fiM_ in.^ It is apparent that the continuing rtSed to 
reduce public .speeding makes' it imperative that more 
efficient methods of training the law enforcement' officer. 
- be developed. ^ 

The results of this study do suggest some areas 
in which an examination of existing training delivery 

methods might be t appropriate . It is suggested that, should 

% • ' it 

particular high priority training activities continue to 

e v " . 

rate high in future surveys, Federal resburces be alio- /' 
cated to support- research into the 'most efficient and 

effective ways > to enhance training in these areas. Even 

* « - * i 

small refinements, in the methods by which law enforcement' 

* * * -v 

activities, and duties are taught, could result^ in a'tremen- 
dous return -oht any researcfi investment. The natural 
/groupings of activities and the similarities of the 

■ • " •■ - 73 - • . ' ■ 
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training needs sugg.est that modularization of curricula- 
may be one possible means bf increasing the efficient 
utilization of the financial resources earmarked for /law 
enforcement training. .'Moreover, newer technologies such 
as video taping and, satellite broadcasting furnish con- 
siderafale potential for -providing -low cost on-site training 
to large numbers of law enforcement personnel. While 
these newer "state of the art" options should be examined 

closely, careful reviews should also be made of such 

.* * 

N approaches ^s correspondence courses, conventional academy 
training, specialized regional and departmental programs 
and roll call training procedures. . s 

° - ; • ( • i • ' • * . 

The information provided in this^repoirt con- 

. stitutes a synthesis of state and .loc$J,^law enforcement . 
*. ■ . . ' . . j >■ * . . 

training Weeds information cn a level considered -appro- 

priate for National policy ^development . ^ It should be 

ted that, in addition to such macro-level information, 
the study g&n^rated detailed, training needs r inf ormatxon 
for 65 specific agencfy subgroups 'by agency type, "size, 
§ize of population seryed, location, etc*. Furthermore, 
the electronic^dat^a base 5 from which .these results were^ 
dirawn is designed to allow the extraction of more specific 
and detailed in format ipn regarding state and local law » 
enforcement training needs of "relevance to specific in- 
terest groups within the Federal Government and, where . . 

' • • - - 74 - i : . . : . 



^no 



appropriate, from -outside the Federal Government. Re- 
source implications regarding the 'use' of this information ^ 
source must aw^it the outcome of decisions regarding 
acceptable data base utilization. 
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APPENDIX A 
SIJRVEY MATERIALS 



Agencies with fewer than 500 Sworn Officers* 

- Cover Letter 

- Important Message 

- Inventory Booklet 

- Response Booklet 

- Comment Form 



\ 

- \ 



*Survey materials for. agencies with 500 or more sworn 
officers are not included. They are identical to 
those for agencies with fewer than 500 sworn 'of f icer 
except for appropriate language changes irf the Im- 
portant Messag^ and the Inventory Booklet.; This / 
language accomodates, multiple responses from each _ 
large agency and Changes tfte .organizational unit 
of relevance from x the entire agency to the precinct/ 
district, ^etc. of the respondent. - v 




U.S. Department of Justice 



Federal Bureau of Investigation 



Washington, D.C 20S3S 



January 31, 1983 



Dear Law Enforcement Colleague: 



As you know, the increased volume of criminal activity in the United States has bec<5me a major 
problem. The growth in crime and" recent advances in technology have necessitated major changes 
in the field of law enforcement. Skills and abilities which were unheard-of a few years ,agb are now 
basic to effective performance. ^ 

In its report last year, the Attorney General's Task Force on Violent Crime commented on the 
fact that state and local law enforcement agencies constituted-tfie front line in the fight against 
crime. One effective way in which the U.S. Department of Justice can assist state and local author- 
ities is by providing funding for the enhancement of law enforcement skills . K \ 

The Department of Justice has traditionally provided substantial support for the training of 
state and local law enforcement officers. In an effort to systematically determine the best use of 
limited Federal training resources, the Department is conducting ? comprehensive study— "The 
Nationwide Law Enforcement Training fcleeds Assessment" — to assess the training needs of state 
and local law enforcement officers throughout the Nation. * 

Enclosed, you will find your copy of the Nationwide Law Enforcement Training Needs Assess- 
ment Inventory Booklet. This questionnaire is the result of extensive research concerning the tasks 
performed by law enforcement officers across the Nation, It was developed by FBI, DEA and other 
Justice Department researchers in cooperation with educational research experts at the University c 
Virginia. In addition, specialists from the International Association of Chiefs of Police (I ACP), 
National Sheriff s Association (NSA), and Police Executive Research Forum (PERF), as well as 
some 274 practicing law enforcement officers from virtually every state in the Union, were kind 
enough to assist in its preparation. 

* Your dgency's participation is a T critical part of this undertaking. Your timely response jvill help 
ensure a more complete and accurate assessment of state and local law enforcement training needs. 

On behalf of the Attorney General and the U.S. Department of Justice, may I take this oppor- 
tunity to thank you in advance for your attention and continued cooperation. 



Sincerely, 




William H. Webster i 
Director . . . 



(Enclosures) ^ - 
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AN IMPORTANT MESSAGE FOR THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE / 6fFICER 

Enclosed you will find an INVENTORY BOOKLET and a RESPONSE BOOKLET. It is requested 
that you, or a designee knowledgeable of your agency's^field operations activities (patrol, 
traffic, narcotics, etc.), complete the RESPONSE BOOKLET. 9 . 

The INVENTORY BOOKLET has been ^designed to assess training/heeds in law enforcement 
organizations. Therefore, the individual responding: 1 

- SHOULD respond to the questions in terms of his/her perceptions of field 
operations activities in your law enforcement organiza tion, 

\ .,' - ; SHOULD NOT respond to the questions in terms of his/her individual field 
. % - operations duties. " > 

The data gathered in this survey will be compiled and reported in the aggregate, and will not 
be identifiable r to~ any particular agencyrAsummary report of the findings will be made - 
availaBle to law enforcement agencies subsequent to the Summer 1983 study completion , 
date, 

\ 

Responding to this. voluntary survey usually takes less than one hour. Please complete the 
survey within two. weeks of its receipt by your agency. Upon completion, please place* the 
RESPONSE BOOKLET into the enclosed, postage paid envelope and mail it at ybur earliest ' 
convenience. ■ ■ * 

You are encouraged to make any suggestions or comments on the enclosed "COMMENT 
FORM." 

(• • . . . _ ' 

Thank you very much for your participation in this important training needs survey. 



NATIONWIDE LAW ENFORCEMENT 
TRAINING NEEDS ASSESSMENT 



The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) V 
considers adequate ^rai^ing to be an 
effective means of assisting law en- 
forcement agencies in their endeavors - 
to control crime in the Nation. Each 
year, DOJ provides financial assistance 
of various forms in support of State 
and local law enforcement training. * 
However, funds are limited and assistance 
must be reserved for training which , 

, will have the greatest impact on crime. 

z the results of this survey will help DOJ 
determine how to most effectively^ allo- 
cate resources for State and local law 
enforcement training. 



/ 



GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 



Please complete this training needs assessment survey as carefully and accurately as possible. 

"" ' C ' ■-■ x 

The survey consists of this INVENTORY BOOKLET and a separate RESPONSE BOOKLET, both 
of which are divided into the following two (2) sections: 

A. DEMOGRAPHICS 

B. TASK STATEMENTS 

This INVENTORY BOOKLET contains specific instructions preceding each sedtion. Care should 
be; taken to ensbre that the 'responses to items are recorded |n the appropriate section of the 
RESPONSE BOOKLET/ * 

*An optical mark reader, will tabulate your responses. To ensure that this machine registers 
your responses correctly, please observe the. following rules: 

1 , Use only a #2 black lead pencil for marking > „ 
responses: / ' 

2, Cpmpletely blacken the response circle you select 

3, Do not allow your response cirdle marks to overlap • 
c other circles. 

4, Completely erase any changes. - 

5, Make no stray marking&'of any kind on your RESPONSE ±. > 
9 BOOKLET. 

Ci . * ' 



Please return the completed RESPONSE BOOKLET in the enclosed, postage paid envelope 
within two weeks of receipt. f & 



ft 
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OMB APPROVAL NUMBER 1110-0010 * 

0 

I 

A. DEMOGRAPHICS 

(RESPONDENT AND AGENCY BACKGROUND DATA) 

Your response" to questions 1 -1 3 below should be recorded in blocks "M 3 in - , * 
section A. DEMOGRAPHICS of your separate RESPONSE BOOKLETT 

Block 1 . Select the number which best describes your position, rank, or title. 

*" 01. Chief of Police „ 11. Patrolman/Trooper 

02. Assistant Chief/Deputy Chief o 12. Inspector ; 

7 03. /Sheriff ° 1 13. -Public Safety Director 

04. Chief Deputy Sheriff 14. Detective 

05. Deputy Sheriff ' 15. Special Agent/ 

J36. Major -." . Criminal Investigator \ * 

07. Captain ■ *V. 1 6. Supervisory Criminal v \ 

. 08. Lieutenant = \" Investigator ' * 

09. Sergeant 'l 7. Other . ,f * 

10. Corporal s • 

Block 2. Select the number which best describes your current area of responsibility. J 

* ^ 1 . Entire Agency 

2. Field Operations _ * 
(Patrol, Traffic, Detective, Juvenile-, * 

Vice, Intelligence, and Drug Enforcement) /■ ' 

. ' 3. Administrative Services ^ ~ * 

(Planning, Research and Analysis, Personnel, 
/ Training, Organized Crime/ Inspections, Public 
Information, and Legal Advisor) 

4. " • Support/Auxiliary Services . . ' 
* (Records and Identification, Data Processing,. 

Commutations, Laboratory, Detention, Supply 
. and [Maintenance, and Business Office) * 

5. Other % 

$6. Any combination of 2 thru 5^ . \ x : " ^ 

Block 3; .Indicate the extent to which your current area of responsibility includ.es drug,: "* / 

enforcement activities. .\ • "V 

, . - • \ \ " * 

1 . Not at all . ' . ' • * ; ,s t » ' * ' .. „ .• . < '/ 

. "2. Pjrt-time * ' . i t ■ \ ... \ 

3. Fun-time •, ' . - ". " •. ' ' 



/ 



Block 4. - Indicate the number of years of law enforcement experience you have with your 
~ present agency. If less than ten years, precede the .number with a zero. 
(Example: 5 years experience in present agency would be indicated 05.) 

Block 5. Indicate your total years of law enforcement experience (include your present 
agency). If less than ten years, precede the number with a zero. (Example: 7 
years total experience would be indicated 07.) / 



Block 6. Indicate your present age. 



Block 7. Select the one law enforcement role that most closely describes the primary 
mission of your agency. (Select only one.) 

- , 1 . Enforce the Law * 

2. Protect Persons.and Property 

3. Keep the Peace 



Block 8; Indicate the patrol concept used by your agency. 

1. Orte Officer Per Vehicle 

2. Two Officers Per Vehicle 
' * 3. Both 1 and 2 



Block 9. Indicate the type of agency in which you are employed. 



1. 


Municipal Police 


2. 


City Transit Authority 


3. 


City Port Authority 


4. 


Sheriff's Department 


5. 


County Police 


6. 

■$ 7. 


State Police/Highway Patrol 
Other" 
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Block 10. Indicate the number of sworn officers employed by your agency. 



1. 


1 ,600 & Over 


2. 


800 - 


1,599 


3. 


400 - 


7d9 


4". 


200 - 


399 . 




100 - 


199 


6. 


50 - 


99 


7. 


40 - 


49 


8. 


30 - 


39 


9. 


. 20 - 


29 


10. 


.10 - 


19 


11. 


5/- 


9 


12. 


• -A - 


4 



Block 1 1 . Select the percent of sworn officers in your agency currently engaged in Field 

Operations activities (Field Operations includes: patrol, traffic, detective, juvenile, 
/vice, intelligence and drug enforcement). '*' 



1, 


80 - 


1 00% 


2. 1 


60 - 


79% 


3. 


40 - 


59% 


4. 


20 - 


39% 


5. 


0 - 


1 9% 



J 



Block 12. Indicate the approximate-population of the geographical area (state, county, etc.) 
over which your agency exercises'jUrisdictioh. " ' . 



1 ■ '250,000 £ Over 



2. 


100,000 - 


249,999 


3. 


50,000 - 


4 99,999 


4. 


25,000 - 


,49,999 


5. 


10,000 - 


'24,999 


6. 


5,000 - 


'9,999 


7. 


,2,500 - 


4,999 


°8. 


1,000^. 


2,499 


9. 


. . 500 - 


999 



1 0. Less than 500 



Block 13. 



Select the state in which your agency is located. 

'\ .f ' 
NEW ENGLAND 

01. Connecticut 

02. Maine 

03. Massachusetts 

04. New Hampshire 
0.5. Rhode Island 
06 ' Vermont 



MIDDLE ATLANTIC 

» 

11^ New Jersey 
^ New York 
Pennsylvania 
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SOUTH ATLANTtC 
21. Delaware 



22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27- 



District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia - 
Maryland 
Nprth Carolina 
-South-Carolina ~ 



28. Virginia 

29. West Virginia 



JTRAL 



EAST SOUTH C 

31. Alabama 

32. Kentucky 

33. Mississippi 

34. Tennessee 



WEST SOUTH CENTRAL 

41 . Arkansas 

42. Louisiana 

43. Oklahoma 

44. Texas 



EAST NORTH CENTRAL 

51 . Illinois , 

52. Indiana 
"53, e Michigan 
54. Ohio 

.55. Wisconsin 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL 

61. f Iowa, 

62. Kansas 
Minnesota 

64. 

65. Nebraska ' 

66. North Dakota 

67. South Dakota^ 



MOUNTAIN 

• 71. Arizona ; 

72. Colorado 

73. Idaho 
— 74v— Montana 

75. ' Nevada 
^ 76. New Mexico 

77. Utah 

78. Wyoming 

PACIFIC 

81. AlaStTa 

82. California . 

83. Hawaii 

84. Oregon 

85. Washington 



91. OTHER 



V 
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B. TASK STATEMENTS 

\ 

I 

i INSTRUCTIONS 



IMPORTANT! The purpose of this section is to gather information regarding training needs u\your 
law enforcement agency . Therefore, -you should respond to this section in terms of your 
perceptions of your entire agency's activities, not in terms of your individual duties. 

\ ! : .. < \ • . ./ 

On the following pages are listed 127 different tasks which sworn law fenforcemen) officers 
perform. Please examine each task carefully, recognizing the many techniques, theories, and 
skills involved in its proper execution. Then, responckto the three separate questions' (a, b, 
and c) concerning eaqhjask by indicating the most appropriate answer as it relates $9 your 

agency. The specific questions are: v - 

— — ; r c • . \ A 

QUESTIONS: * \ * % * \ \ ^ 

"a. In your agency, different^amQunts of time are spent performing various 
law enforcement tasks. What amount oittme do sworn officers in your 
agency spend performing th1s»task? 



b. The failure of an officer to satisfactorily perform a task can result in harmful 
consequences such as wastect resources, escape of subjects, personal 

■ " v injury or loss of life, etc. What amount of harm would most likely result 
^ from inadequate performance of this task, by sworn officers in your agency? 

c. Sometimes a gap exists between the level of knowledge/skill sworn officers 
should have in order to perform a given task and ttifc lever of knowt^dge/sriill 
sworn officers actually have regarding the task. Generally speaking / whar 
size is the gap for this task in your agency? 1 . \ 

For each of the three questions asked about a task, select one of the seven (7) alternative 
responses. TheSe seven responses are: • - 

VS tor Very Small or Zero \ v 

S -for Small / > A 

FS for Fairly i Small / ' " 

y f M for Moderate . . \ 

FL for Fairly Large ^ - ' * 

A 4 L for Large " .'" ' .." 

VL for Very Large . * 







* 
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Bejow &re two (2) examples of how to indicate your answers to the questions in section 

B.'TASK STATEMENTS. Please read both examples carefully..- ' 

a ■ ^ * ■ * » 

Please % provide responses fo^ each of fhe tasks listed. In.the event that your agency does 
not perform a particulaNask, the appropriate response to questions regarding that task would 
be^'VS" for Very Small or Zero, • - ( V 

EXAMPLE^One of the task statements in your INVENTORY BOOKLET reads "7. PER- 
,v - <S ' FORM DUTIES OF COURT BAILIFF." If your agency does not perform this 
' . . \ task, .you should blacken the circle under "VS" opposite "a", "b", and "c".. ' 



TASK 


VS S FS M FL L 'VL 


,.*7 a 


• 0 0 0 0 0 0 


• b 


•/ * 0 0 0 0 0 0 


c 


• 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Many agencies will perform^fnost of the tasks oh the list. The next example illustrates one of 
the many possible*' responses to a task which is performed by officers in an agency. 

o-\ ■ * • • . ' v . ' . . « : 

EXAMPLE: One of W task statements in your INVENTORY .BOOKLET reads HAN- 
DLE DQMESTfC DISTURBANCES." If you feel that sworn officers ir> your s 
agency spend a Large amocrnt of time performing the task. ''HANDLE 
DOMESTIC DISTURBANCES," you would blacken the circle below "L" and r 
opposite "a" for this task. : . , ' :/ 

If you feel that a Large amount of harm would most likely result from sworn of- 
ficers in your agency inadequately performing the task "HANDLE DOMESTIC 
. ' DISTURBANCES," you would blacken the circle below "L" and opposite "b" 
for this task. ' - ' 

' „ • - '• \ ' . T • • ■'• 

if you feel that there is a Fairly Smalli gap between the lev^l of knowledge/ 
% * skill that sworn officers in your agency should have and the level of 
, knowledge/skill that sworn officers in your agency actually have in the task 
. *' Y "HANDLE DOMESTIC DISTURBANCES," you would blacken the circle below 
"FS" and opposite "c" for this task. . 7; . • 



Mb 



TASK. 


1 

VS 


s 


FS 


M 


FL 




VL 




f a 


o 


0 


0 


0 


0. 




•• 0 




bo 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




0 






0 


0 




0 


o 


0 


0 




I •} 


• ' »■ 
* * ■ \ 






• 


• * 






r 


i r ■• . 


t 

• e 










X . 


....... 






'V . « 


; 


• 9 


r\ 
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PLEASE REMEMBER THAT: ' 

1 . XH ERE ARE THREE (?) QUESTIONS ABOUT EACH TASK; 

a. AMOUNT OF TIME ' 
. b. AMOUNT OF HARM * • <* 

c. SIZE OF GAP 

■ : . r 

■ # / ••»••'•• c 

2. USE A #2 PENCIL ONLY ' * • > * '\ ' 



3. BLACKEN THE ENTIRE CIRCLE . . •< » • 4 "i 

■- * , ■ '% ' . - - 

Now turn to page 2 of your RESPONSE BOOKLET and record your responses in the blocks 
which correspond to the TASK STATEMENTS.that follow. 
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B. TASK STATEMENTS ^ & : 

1 . HANDLE DOMESTIC DISTURBANCES- ' * ' 

2. COUNSEL -.'UVENILES • 

3. PROCESS COMPLAINTS/INQUIRIES (DESK DUTY) , -'. 

4. CONDUCT ON SCENE SUSPECT IDENTIFICATION 

5. INVESTIGATE DRUG SMUGGLING BY AIRCRAFT, VESSELS, MAIL, ETC.- 

6. . EXTRICATE TRAPPED PERSONS FROM BUILDINGS, VEHICLES,- ETC v 

7. PERFORM DUTIES OF COURT BAILIFF " ' . ' \ 

8. PROVIDE JEXECUTjyE/piGNITARY SECURITY/PROTECTION v " •/ 

9. CONDUCT INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATIONS' * 

•10/ INVESTIGATE CONSPIRACY TO ILLEGALLY IMPORT ^MANUFACTORE, 
DISTRIBUTE CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES " ' ' . •. 

11 . TAKE FIELD NOTES/ _ _ ' [' ' 

12. CONDUCT INTERVIEWS/INTERROGATIONS" . * 

13. PERFORM ENTRY/EXIT PRO CES SING OF P RISONERS : 

14. DETERMINE WHETHER INCIDENTS ARE CRIMINAL OR CIVIL 
16. DETERMINE PROBABLE CAUSE FOR ARREST A 

16. * CONDUCT STATIONARY/MOBILE SURVEILLANCE OF DRUG SUSPECTS (TO 
''^INCLUDE COVER SURVEILLANCE ON UNDERCOVER BUY.S) ' , 

17. CONDUCT STATIONARY/MOBILE SURVEILLANCE OF OTHER THAN DRUG 
SUSPECTS 

______ _ __ ^ ^ . * _ . _ { _ _ _ ? _ * _ ■ 

18. PROMOTE POSITIVE PUBLIC IMAGE . . : .. ' ' * 

19. DETECT, GATHER, RECORD; AND* MAINTAIN INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION 

20. PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO CITIZENS ; * . 

. 21 . CONTROL TRAFFIC AT SCENE OF ACCIDENT, BUSV INTERSECTION; 
' SPECIAL EVENTS, ETC ' , v • * • 

22. USE REVERSE UNDERCOVER TECHNIQUES IN DRUG INVESTIGATIONS 

23. PERFORM MECHANICAL TESTING FOR BLOOD ALCOHOL LEVELS *\. . 

24. CARRY OUT FIRST-LINE SUPERVISION OF SWORN PERSONNEL 
(INCLUDING PUNNING, ORGANIZING, SCHEDULING, APPRAISING $ 
PERFORMANCE, ETC.) 



• 25. < DISSEMINATE INFORMATION/INTELLIGENCE TO SPECIAL UNITS 

\ '■. (INTELLIGENCE, DETECTIVE, 'ETC.) ( ' v 2 . * • . . 

:\26. 'MAINTAIN CONFIDENTIALITY AND SECURITVQF OA'S^S/INFORMATION ^ 
27: . DRIVE VEI^i^E IN EMEBGENCY/PURSUIT SITUATIONS 

• 28 y CONDUCT POLICE COMMUNITY RELA PONS?CR!ME PREVENTION 

•° PROGRAMS ' .« : '* ■ * ■ 

- i » .,;■' ' * • ■ v' . ' ' ..' :• •• ■ // 

• 29 USE BODY;WORN ELECTRONIC AIDS FOR EVit.>£NCE* GATHERING AND 

:' "OFFICER PROTECTION IN' DRUG INVESTIGATIONS (KEL { OFFICER ALERT 

/.:"•», -devices, etc.) ; v> ; .-" , vi '. V". \ 

:;i :.8<>. \fi.R^#a^n^^or practice/qualification , 

'■ / 31 . -COND|jbT^V§PECT IDEI^IFCATlO^lUH^P) ' 
' 32. . 4cT. AS HOSTAGE NEGOTIATOR 

,33. lt)ENTJFY CRIMES/LAWS^EING VIOLATED • . ♦ • • .. ' » . 

V34." • • CHECk'$EQl^rTy^OF- BUSINESSES ANtXJjfESIDENCES" ^ • .« 

35! ^ COORDINATE MA^O)? CASE INVESTIGATIONS *\ 

:36\< /TEfpStlN ^J0y^NILE»COURT ' ' • • • 
^;37T; : TA«E-1NblVl|>ijALS'INf6-PROTECTIVE^eUSTODY — — - — —7 



: 3a c^ >*\ 

S-'^9f* RESPOND^ TO^CRIMES IN RROGRESS' 1 "^ t 

! 4D A^ •' 
s:* 41.. fILL OUT FIELD C|)WACTS,XOGS v< CAgpS, ETCiK. > , 

■ 1 42! ^ PUN STRATEGY FQ^ 

43 OPERMt^l?^ 

44. INSPECT FOR VEHICLE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (VIN) 

, 45 COISDU^ 

; RELATED CASES . :■ {■} '. /""• ; ^ ^ . 

' 46. : proVid^nwitness protection . 

47^ ^investl^af e the illegal* diversion of legitimately manufac> 
v .tureacontrollec) substances (doctors, pharmacies, drug. 

■ ; j WAREHOUSES, HOSPITALS, ETC.) t " 

48 SUPERVISE THE PLACEMENT AND UTILIZATION OF SWORI* PERSONNEL 
— w w . AND EQUIPMENT " : 0 



49. MAKE ARREST WITH/WITHOUT WARRANTS 

50. . ACT AS CRIME DECOY 



t - ■ - : 

51. 'CONTRQL INDIVIDUALS PLACED UNDER ARREST , 

'52. USE POLYGRAPH, HYPNOSIS, ETC. -TO AUGMENT INTERVIEWS/ U 
.INTERROGATIONS >. •" u . 

53. ySE UNDERCOVER TECHNIQUES IN -DRUG INVESTIGATIONS 

54. USE UNDERCOVER TECHNIQUES IN OTHER TMAtf DRUG INVESTIGATIONS 

55. DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN CONTROL OF INFORMA^S IN DRUG v 
INVESTIGATIONS " . ' • * , ' P 1 

56. DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN CONTROL OF INFORMANTS IN OTHER THAN 
Jf DRUG INVESTIGATIONS •'.,..' - 

57. PROVIDE ACCIDENT SCENE MAINTENANCE/SECURITY 

.58. j IDENTIFY AND RESOLVE LEGAL ISSUES IN OBT AINING SEARCH 

• WARRANTS . ' . - - . «- 

59. USE TAPE RECORDERS/HANQWRITTEN NOTES WHEN CONDUCTING . 
INTERVIEWS OR INTERROGATIONS - . ' ^ 

-60, — F4GHT-FIRES — ' . ./. - 

61 . WRITE CRIME/INCIDENT REPORTS- 

62. PRERARESUPPLEMENTAL REPORTS ' 

6&. ' TRANSPORT INJURED PERSONS • ' : 

64. IDENTIFY SUSPECT(S) (FINGERPRINT, VOICE EXEMPLARS, ETC.)' 

65. CONDUCT STATE' VEHICLE INSPECTIONS TO ENSURE CONFORMANCE 
WITH VEHICLE CODE 

66. CONDUCT GAMBLING INVESTIGATIONS , 1 ^; 

67. CONDUCT. APPROPRIATE INSPECTIONS OF OFFICIAL/PATROL VEHICLES * 

68. FILE/UPDATE RECORDS 

69. CONDUCT FOLLOW-UP ON INVESTIGATIONS • 

\ . ■ .- :• • ■ " ■ • . •.. . ' 

70. INVESTIGATE POSSESSION. WITH INTENT TO DISTRIBUTE AND/OR SALE 
OF ILLEGALLY IMPORTED/MANUFACTURED CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES 

71. IDENTIFY HIGH CRIME AREA 

72. MAINTAIN APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF PHYSICAL FITNESS . ' 

.'v/ - . - ' . / . . . • 
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73. SEARCH, PHOTOGRAPH, AND DIAGRAM CRIME SCENES 

74. PROTECT CRIME SCENE 

75 USE ANALYTICAL INVESTIGATIVE METHODS (LINK ANALYSIS, 
PATH ANALYSIS, VIA, ETC.) 

76 TESTIFY IN CRIMINAL, CIVIL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE CASES . 

77. * TEST AND EVALUATE EQUIPMENT ' : • \ : 

78 IDENTIFY AND DEVELOP PROBABLE CAUSE FOR OBTAINING 
\ WARRANTS , .. \ !n 

<79. 'PREPARE COMPLAINTS' • . > . . ' 

80 INVESTIGATE ILLEGAL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION AND DEVELOP 
. ERADICATION PROGRAMS. . '. \ , 

81 . PREPARE FOR ARRAIGNMENT PROCEEDING 

82 PRIORITIZE RADIO CALLS - 

83. PROVIDE ON-THE-JOB TRAINING- . * v " 

^84. DRIVE VEHICLE IN ROUTINE SITUATIONS • 

85. HANDLE PERSONAL STRESS — : — — — ~. — ^~ 

86. PBRFORM GENERAL OFFICE FUNCTIONS 

87. (SONDUbT DETAIL SEARCH OF SUSPECTS/PRISONERS 
'88 SEARCH PERSONS, DWELLINGS, AN^ TRANSPORTATION s ; 

CONVEYANCES FOR ILLEGAL DRUGS 

89 SEARCH PERSONS, DWELLINGS, AND TRANSPORTATION , 
CONVEYANCES FOR OTHER THAN ILLEGAL DRUGS ^: y 

90. TRACK PERSONS FROM SCENE (E.G., FOOTPRINTS IN , " ; 
SNOW, MUD), • . ■ ; . 

91*. COUNSEL PRISONERS . >_ C < ' ;° 

92: INVESTIGATE CITIZEN COMPLAINTS /' 

93 ISSUE TRAFFIC CITATIONS/WARNINGS : : ; , ' . . < 

94. OPERATE RAbARA/ASCAR,. ETC. 'EQUIPMENT | : 

,95. HANDLE JUVEN(LE MATT|RS ■ | X /| - 

96 CONDUCT PROSTITUTION INVESTIGATIONS * ^.^r^-A^J- 

* . «../. . •...;.V.' .. • ' ■ ('• 





97. CONDUCT PRESUMPTIVE FIELD TEST ON SUSPECTED 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES I, 

98. SERVE CIVIL COURT PAPERS .• <b , 
- '99. DEVELOP SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

1 00. USE TWO-WAY RADIO IN POLICE COMMUNICATIONS 

* • 

101. INVESTIGATE FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF ILLEGAL DRUG/ 
TRAFFICKING IN ORDER TO IDENTIFY AND SEIZE ASSETS 

T (VEHICLES, FUNDS, REAL ESTATE, ETC.) ACQUIRED&S A RESULT 
OF DRUG TRAFFICKING ^* > • • v * 



1 02 . EXECUTE SEARCH WARRANTS 




103. CONDUCT HARBOR/MARINE PATROL ACTIVITIES . N 

104. COORDINATE INVESTIGATION WITH .LAW ENFORCEMENT 
' OFFICIALS FROM OTHER AGENCIES 

105. . USE SWAT TACTICS . > - * " 

106. TRANSPORT SUSPECTS/PRISONERS \ 

1 07 . . WRITE AFFIDAVITS FOR SEARCH WARRANTS \ 
108& pETERMINE MAJOR CASE PRIORITIES \ 

109. pft6v;DE'eRQWD/pOT QpNTROL 7 

1 10, CONDUCT BACKGROUND/ APPLICANT INVESTIGATION^ 

°1 1 1 . . PHQTdGRAPH AND DIAGRAM ACCIDENT SCENE • 

112. PROVIDE ASSISTANCE IN POTENTIAL SUICIDE SITUATIONS 
(COUNSEL, COMFORT, RESCUE, ETC.) 

.113., QUELL JAIL DISTURBANCES/RIOTS . 



11 4. INVESTIGATE THE CLANDESTINE MANUFACTURE OF 
f CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES \ - 

U5. COLLECT, MAINTAIN? AND PRESERVE EVIDENCE 
°1 1 6i SERVE SUBPOEJMAS • V ..\ ^ " | 

11 7 . INTERVIEW DRIVERS/WITNESSES ABOJJT MOTOR VEHICLE 
•••• ACCIDENTS • " . 1 . . 

. v. e •>••••. . -. • • . .. ■ 

118. PERFORM PATROL ACTIVITIES . ... w « 

11 Sr.' USE ELECTRONIQ DEVICES TO INTERCEPT CONVERSATIONS IN 

DRUG INVESTIGATIONS (WIRE TAPS, ROOM TRANSMITTERS, ETC.) 

1 20. ADMINISTER FIRST AID • '** 



121. PERFORM PARAMEDICAL DUTIES , v 

122. WRITE CONTRACT SPECIFICATIONS FOR SERVICES/EQUIPMENT 

; 123. PROVIDE .PUBLIC ASSISTANCE IN DlUG' AE-USE EDUCATION AND 
PREVENTION . . f ■ 

124. USE ELECTRONIC AIDS TO TRACK ILLEGAL DRUGS AND/OR 
' >• SUSPECTS - 

125. OPERATE AMBULANCES, FIRE TRUCKS, EJC. . 

\1 26. CONDUCT TACTICAL OPERATIONS (P.AIDS, LARGE SCALE . 
\^ SEARCHES, ETC.) . . - • . : ; . 

1 27°. CHECK FOR PROPER REGISTRATION, DRIVERS LICENSE, VEHICLE 

* v '* WEIGHTS, ETC. . % . / . . 

n _i ...» 

V* . • . ' • 
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Do not answer items 1 28 - 1 65 in your RESPONSE BOOKLET. 

• i. ■ • ' 1 ' . * .. ' • :•: . 

Please mail your completed RESPONSE BOOKLET to; 

' U.S. Department of Justice 

, .Nationwide Law Enforcement Training .„ • 
N^eds Assessment Project 
sFBI Academy , ' . 

Quantico, Vjcginia 22135 • ' > 

\tk postage ptaid envelope is enclosed for youf convenience.- : 

Thank you for your participatioTv in this most important" training* needs assessment. 
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NATIONWIDE LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

• , . . y . ' 

CO MMENT FORM * \ 

~ : • \ > 

■ • I ■ ".. • 

This form is for use by individuals wishing to comment on the training needs assessment 
forms or process. If you use. this comment form, please return it at the same time you return 
yW RESPONSE FORM. Thank you. 




FOLLOW-UP " LETTER 




U.S. Department of Justice # 

.... ' _ . . : 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 



-4rt R^ply, Ploaifi Rofor to 

Fljc No. 'J .. . /|f ^ 



FBI Academy ^ 
Quant ico, Virginia 22135 V. 

M^rch 8; TL983 .\ , 



... / 
7 



\ Dear Law Enforcement Colleague? r — - ' ^ . • 

- ■ /' t • A 

During the first week in February, a Nationwide Law 
Enforcement Training Needo— Assessment survey packet was mailed 
to ybur agency. 

"'/".'•.* i i - « , 

If you have already completed the Response Booklet 
and returned it to us, please accept our sincere thanks, if not, 
please do so today. As /mentioned in the original mailing, the 
Response Booklet should be completed by your agency' s Chief 
Executive Officer or a designee who is knowledgeable of your 
agency ■•s field operations activities. ' 

Your prompt attention to this matter will be greatly 
appreciated. ^ s t ; -v.. v , 

Sijicerely / yours , ^ ■ \ 

amps D • McKenzie , ly^ [ 
Assistant Director;' 

' " v. <& c 





Note: If by some chance you 
'" did not receive the \ 
| , survey packet , or 0 i f 

it has been misplaced, 0 / 
I/* •' please notify us by r v 
refolding this letter 
# so that : this business 

Reply Address is on 
the outside arid placing 
•* the Ifctter c in the mail. 
|g v; A replacement suryey 
packet will be mailed 
- to you. 



ERIC 



mm 



UTn 



iiforetiutnt Training 
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U.S. Department ojf JuitleA 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C. 2Q53S 
Official Duilncu ; . , 

pCTily for Priyttc Use $300 # 



BUSINESS REPLY MAIL 

P1RST CLASS PERMIT NO. ljK»l WASHINGTON. D.C. 



Potuic *M be paid'by FBI ^ 



GOVS »>fl »i«*MH <ucu»4 < 



SttoZ DO 'uoiSwjfsoAt; 



. uojutftisa au i jo neaipg jejdpad 




NO POaTAQE 

^acaaajtoyp 
iPMAiittr&i 

. • •■ INTMI i 
UNitlO.ttATjWl 



U. S/ Department of Justtce 
V Nationwide Law Enforcement Training 
x NeeUe Afl^esflment Project 
* FBI Academy . ; v / „ . 

-7.-: ^Quantico^Vir^Ma: 2213&. . i i f ^ 
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■ « .i i < , rj.. ; , « ■ ■ APPENDIX' G'i ... ^ 

RANK 9RDER LISTING FOR 127 "ACTIVITIES . 

- Training Prioyitiefe for" Municipal 
and County Police Agencies and 
Sheriff 's Departments with 500 or 
more Sworn 'Personnel -\ \ a 

■ ' f. • • . v J: „ : 

- Training Priorities' for Municipal 
s %; ahd»\County Police AgeinQies with} 

fewer* than 500 Sworn Personnel, v* L 
; City Transit and City Pqfrt Author i-\ i 
ties and Other Agencies hot elsewhere 
specified \ V , 

-Training Priorities for Sheriff's 
Departments with,, fewer 9 than 50Q 
Sworn Personnel 

j '~ ; j ■ 

- Training Priorities tor §tate Police/ 
Highway Patrol Agencids V * , 



V 



113 



ACTIVITY RANK ORDER FOR MUNICIPAL POLICE 

■-^^/^rrjr^r^t^^Q^BNaJs with So o or/more sworn : 

s - PERSONNEL,- SHERIFF * S_ DEPARTMENTS WIT^k 500 

* OR, MORE SWPRN. PERSONNEL, AND COUNTY t . 
POLICE DEPARTMENTS WITH 500 OR MORE /SWORN 
> ':•»..'• PERSONNEL* (n = 869) / 

* • v : ^ - ** f 

Activity r Cdm- t 1 • Activity/ ? Com " 

Rank ' Actiyity pcfsltfe; Rank / Activity* 'posite 



Order 


.* # 


Score 


Order / 


' '.V. # . 


Score ' 


1 * "> 


. 

= .85 i 


17.58 


v ■■ -j - / 

>• 3 ! / 


ft / ' 

.1 


> 

.3.00 


2 


• 72 


12.48 


■ • 134 / 


69 


n2.97 


■ 3 - 


18 ?•» 


10.39 


- ?!/ ■ 


20 


2..94 


' 4 


27 


10.07 


• III ■ ' 


89 


2.93 - 


5- 


.12 • 


.9.71. , 


■37/.. 


• 1D2 


2.77 


6 < 


24 


9.46 


?? 


19 


2.75 


7 


15 


' 7.54 




.56 


2.63 


8 * 


76 • 


7.* • 


• 40 


• 59 


2 f 62 


9 - 


99 


6 ' 


. • • 41 


,35 


2.45 


- 10 


83 


"6 . ■ 


42 ' 


88 


2.31 1 


" , 11 


11 . 


€.35' 


43 


32 


2.25 ' 


12 


115 


6.31 ° 


• 44 i 


100 


2.20 


; .13 ' 


61 


6.21- , 


45- ■ 


2 


2.10 


44 , • 


'49 


.• 6.17 


- 46 


•' 26 v * 


2.0,4 


15 


30 


5.80 


47 


126 


1.85 


16 


B4 . ~ 


, .5.70 


, -48 , 


42 


1.82 


17 


33 


v 5 . 6 2 


■ . 49 U 


107 


1 .DO 


18 4 


48 


• 5.. .4-4 


- 50 M- 


.112 


1.66 ' 


19 • 


39 


'5.24 , 


• 51 -1 


106 , 


• 1/55. ' 


20 


3& ' " 


. 5'. 18 


52 °| 


' • 17 


; i.28- 


- 21 


" 4 


4.93 v 


■ 53. . 1 - 


25 


1.1ft. 


22 . • 


"51 


" 4.65 


; ■ 54 \ , 


. . 104 


.78 , 


23 / • 


118 ," 


-4-.61 


a 55 


28 ' 


.61 


24 ; / 


78 


4.48 ■ . 


/ .: 56 


95 


.58 \ 


* .25 .;./■■ 


• 62 


■ 4.18 / 


57 «'i 


' 54 ' 


.51 


- 26'. / ; 


74 - 


4.; 17 (. 


- 5.8 .]: 


- • . fi 


_-4 € 


••' . 27 /• ". 


58 . 


. v4 .Op. 


59 


' 75 


.33 M 


- ," 28 / : 


120 v 


3.86 


60 


* ' 14 


. ; ff0 


, 29-/ -; 


87 


3.77 


6i 


.9 


-.01 


, ,30/ 


• 73 


' • 3.38 


% 62 


. 71 , 


. -.04 


r .. ,31 7 


109s * 


- 3. "13-. 


. f. 63 .-/. 


• "•: 55 


-.22 


32. ' . \, 


92 


3.09 s ' • 


.64 ; 


, 10 


\. - .26 



7 .,. ■ w ;-. -.v :::v : . "\ 

^Composite scores > within . 06 of one another - 
can be considered lies. * 



" ACTIVITY -RANK ORDER' FOR MUNICIPAL POLICE 1 - 
/ DEPARTMENTS. WITH 500 OR MORE -^WORN . 
PERSONNEL r. SHERIFF '© DEPARTMENTS^ WITH 500 
/ OR MORE SWORN PERSONNEL , . ANli COUNTY j 
P6L&CE DEPARTMENTS WITH S'O 0 OR ^SRE SWORN/ 
PERSONNEL* c(n- ■ 869)# (Continued) 
- ft ° , \ .V , ; ■ • ,. • 



Activity 




coin— 


AC trivity 




00111— 


'Rank / 


Activity 


ft ^ 4* 

pOSlte 


KaUK 


7A /■» i w *i 4>«r 

ACLivjjty 


posiue 


• Order / . 


# * 


Score 


Order * 


If ■ 


5 core 


65 / h 


105, > 


- — : — r** — -• • 

. r • 2o ■ ■ ■ 


.97 


110 

,113 


O ^ A 

-3.60 


6 OA ! 


. - 1 6 » 


\ -.32 


A O 

98 


81 


-3.63 % ;-. 


* ^ O 


70 


-.A -.53 . 


A A 

. 99 


40 * 


-3 . 68 . 


q CO * 
DO, 


5 


T> 75 


1 n n 


on 
" 


-,3 • / 8 , 


6 9 


e o ■ 

. 57 


"Vol 


1.01 


c 0 
52 


-3 .85 * 


AD 


8 






110 


-,3 ^87 




A "5 


t.94 


1 A O 

' *1 0 3 


An' 
47 


O OA 

-3 • 89 


72 • 


53 


,-.99 X - x 


1 A/1 

. 104 


45 


9 A AO * <J 

-4 . 08 


^ o 




1 A C 

\, .105 


0 0 
82 


-4.33 


-.. / 74 


» 79 Jt 


f +1-.00 


\ 1 A C 

j.Oo 


A A * 


A A O 

-4 . 42 


. > . 75 


• 117 


• ri .07 


10 / 


OO J 


-4 .48 


76' 


3 


-1 1 A 


1 hft 

1Q9\ 


1 OA 


-.A B*0 


; 77 


86 


-1.20 


90. 


-4 . 53 


78 , 


A A 

.. 44 


•1 • 57 


• 11 A \ 

110 \ 


10 v * 

13 ■ 


-4.71" 


79 




-1.79 1 


111 


C A 

50 


-4 . 74 


80 T 


43 


-1.89 v 


110 

+ 12 


■\ 1 i a 

\ 119 

\ O O ' 


VI 0 1 

-4.81 


81 


108 


O A A 

-2.0? 


113 


A O C 

. -9 • 86 


82. 


31 


O A *7 *■ 

-2 . 07< 


114 
114 


-A C 


c 01 
-5 . 31 


/' 83. 


£ 0 
^ . 00 




1 1 5 
X X 3 


\ 96 
12a 


— D . JD 


84 


41 * 


-2.43 »■ 


\16 ^ 


-5.46 


/ 85 


127 


-2.61 


117 ft 


^ v 80 


-5.49 


86 


29 * - 


• -2.83 ' 

-2.88 V • 
' -3.04 \ 


118" 


121 ' 


-5.70. 
/ -6.11 


87 


123 


119/ 


63 


— 

GO CO 
to CO 


.114 
* 97 


.120 


60 


-7.81 


-3.07 


121 


91 


-8.72 


9JL - 

91. 


66 

* 36 


- -3.12 
-3.13 


122 " 
123 


65. v 
103 ' 


' -9 .32 
-10.51 


. 92 


67 


-3F13 * 


-124 


116 * 


-11.39 


93 


. x 34 • 


* -3.14 


> ,125 


125 


-11.88 


94 


' 64 


-3.33 


126 


7 ■ '■ 


-13.63 


• 95 • 


77 


-3.33 


127- 


- 9-8 . 1 


-13.7.8 -i 


96 


101 


-3.34V, 


• 







♦Composite adores 06 of tfne\ another 
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ACTIVITY RANK ORDER FOR MUNICIPAL AND COUNTY- 
POLICE DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 500 
SWORN PERSONNEL ,> TRANSIT , ' PORT , AND OTHER 
% ' AGENCIES* (n = 5,851) 



Activity 
Rank 
Order 



Activity 
# 



Com- 
posite 
Score 



.Activity 
Rartft 
Order 



Activity 

.4 



Com*- 

posite 

Score 



1 
2 
3 
4 

* 5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
'. 14 
15 
' 16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21- 
22 
23 
.24 
25 
. 26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
*31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
, 38 
39 
40 



12.77 
.9.72 




41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 

' 57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
<6A 
65 
«6 6 
67 
68 
69 
70 

-.71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 



59 
48 
16 
55 

120 
88 
95 

100 
89 

107 

•106 
53> 
10 
42 
20 

104 
28 

111 
17 

12 3- 

-931 

109 
34 
, '54. 
14 
79 

126* 

117 
57' 

.'. 6 
21 
68 , 
86 

127 
" 64 
75 

105. 

-25, 

110 
'3 



2.75' 

3 2.61 
2.38 

. 2.57 
2.52 
2'.30 ° 
2\.-2l 
2.01 - 
1.84 ' 
1.83 

1.73: 

1.-65 
1.63 

i.fi r 2 

l.*55 
1.40 
1.23 
1.10' ' 
1V07 

.74 . 

.-69 

.60 

.46° ■ 

; .43 

• .06 
° ' .06 . 
,04 

-...40 

-.41 
. -.55 " 

-.57 • 

-.95 
-1.21 
-U-24 V 
-If 26 
-1.41- 

-1.5.4"* 

-1.5*8: : 
-i.a3.- 



♦Composite scores within .02 of one another 
, can be considered ties. : ' 
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ACTIVITY RANK ORDER FOR "MUNICIPAL AND COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENTS" WITH FEWER THAN 509 
SWORN. PERSONNEL, TRANSIT,, .jPORT, AND OTHER 
~. AGENCIES* (n = 5,851) ^(Continued) 



Activity 
. Rank y. 
Order 


„ j 

Activity 

* # 


Com- 
posite 
Score ' 


Y 81 


. 71 


-1 . 98 


82 


108 


-2.04, 


83 to ; 


' 22 


-2.10 * 


84 




^2.13 


85 


97 


• -2.-20, 


86 


. 9 


-2,31 


■87 


114 


.-2.46 


88 — 


41 


-2.53 


89 


• , 94 


-2,62 


~ 7 90 


101. / 


-2.90 


/ 91 


13 


-3.02 


/ 92 


• ' 90 . 


-3.23 


93 


' 52 ' 


-3.31 - 


94 >' , 


40 


" -3.32 


95 


4 7 


-3.45 . 


96 


82 . .. 


-3.45 


* 97 


81 ■ , 


-3.51 


98 


' 66 


» -3.52 


99 


67 • .* 


-3: : 59 


100 


, 36 ■ 


-3,64 


101 


77 


-3.65 


.102 


31 


-3.70 


»' 103 


29- 


-3.78 


104 


" , 23 


-4.04 



Activity 
Rank 



Activity 



Com- 
posite 



Order 




.Score 


105 


37 . 


' -4 


.09 


106 


43 


-4 


45 


107 


122 


-4 


• JO 


103 


80 * 




• ox 


109 

™ " ~ 


44 




ft 1 


* 110 


8 




• x*t 


■o 1 i ri 


121 






* 112" 


"124 




• x V 


-113 * * 

± A. *J 


119 




• a j 


*• 114 


» 45 , 


. -5 


.80 'r 


115 


46 


-6 


.06 




50 


-6 


.38 


' 117 


<113 


-6 


.'43'.* 


p . . * 


96 - 


- ^6 


.89-' 


119 - 


* J50 


-7 


.25 


120 ' 


' »• 63 


r7 


.69 


121 


91- v 


-8 


.75 


122 


116 1 


-10 


.36 • 


t 123 


' 65 


-11 


.16 


J.24 ,- 


125 


* -11 


.16 


125, 


103 ~ 


-11 


.52 


126 " 


98 


-12 


.22 


127 ' 


7 


-14 


.38 



♦Composite acores. within ^.02 of one another :. 
can tie .considered ties. \ '\ . . 



ACTIVITY "RANK ORDER FOR SHERIFF'S' 
DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 500 
SWORN PERSONNEL An = 1,315) 



t .9 ' ' ' 

Activity • ; Com- Activity \ \ Corn- 
Rank * Activity posite Rank 'Activity posite 

Order * # .Score Order # V Score 

— . — & — 1 — - — 



* 1 ;• ' 


'85 ' 


10.94 


41 


106 


3 5*5 


^ -2'. I • 


- 12 


9 .22 


42, 


> 4 


3 50 


3 ' . 


27 


8\68 


43 


10? 

Jm V ms 


3 0 3 


4" 


72 


7.02 * 


44 


56 


2 96 


. '5 ' > ' 


15 


■' 6,69 


.- 45 


88 


2 64 


6 < ? ' 


18 


6.68 


46' 




9 19 


7- 


1 


6 .51 


47 


59 


9 1 3 


8 


73 ' 


6.32 


48 


* 42 


1 82 
J. . 0 a 


9 • 


61 


6 . 22 


49 


89 

.07 


\ 1 o^y 


10 


39° 


6 . 21 


50 


48 


c 1 '42 


11 


115 


6 .00 






1 3Q 


' 12 


32 ^ 


I5 .76, 


52 


^ 100 


1 3 3 


- 13 


\ 69 


5.44 


53 


i 20 * ■ 


1 32 


14 


99 


0 5 .42 


• 54^ 


17 


1 97 


15 


35 - • 


5.15* 


° 55 


54 


v 1 


. 16 


51 


5.00 


56 




1 OS 


17 ' 


. . 87 


4 . 96 


57 


84 




18 


11 •. 


4. #5 


58 


104 


74 


19 


30 


4.83 


59 


i 26 


70 


20 


76 


4 . 76 


60 


° 101 


70 


21 


49 


4.73 


•61 


123 


1 JO 


22 


10 


4.69 


62 • 




CO * 


23 .• 


.24 


4.62 


63, 




41 


24 


19 '.. 


4.58 


64 ° 


- 22 * 




25 


78 


4 . 52 


65 


20 * 


- 06 


26 


13 


■ 4.49 


66 


105 > 


-^09 


27 4 


53 


-4 . 46 


••' 67 ' 


x 8JD 


-.22 


28 


70 


4.45 


.68 


109 * 


-.28 


29 


74 


4.36. 


69 


. 28 


-.52 


3.0 


, 16 


4.22 


70. 


° 14 


-.53 


' 31 1 


62 


-4.08 


'•\ .71 


' 114 


-.57 


32 


92\ 


4.01 


72 


64- 


-.59° 


33 


118 


4.01 


y ■ : 7.3 • • 


2 ' , 


-.61 


34 


55 • . 


4.00. 


v 74 • 


«a 86 


-.63 


35 / 


38 ; 


3.99 


75 


68 


-.78 


36 


' 112- 


3.96 


». 76 • 


:•■ 34' ••' .' 


tl.06 


37 


83 


3; §9 1 
f.Bl . 


77 


6 


-1.11 


'•38 


26 


78 


75 


-1.40 


39 


33 


3.82 


79 


111 


-1.51 


46 


58 - 


t 3.77 


80 v 


: 3" 


-1.67' 



♦Composite scores within . 05 of one another 
can be considered ties i 
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ACTIVITY RANK ORDER FOR SHERIFF'S 
DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN 500 

SWORN— PBHSeNNBErH-ft--«-H lnr-3±5-) 

(Continued) 



»■ Com- 4 



Activity 



Com- 



Rank 


Activity 


posite 


Rank 


Activity 


.posite 


Order 


It "N. 


.Score 


Order 


ft 


C ^ 


81 


79 


-2.04 


105* 


o 

9 ... 


_ /I n o 

• / o 


82 


1C8 


-2.06 % 


106 ^ 


31 


yl on . 

— 4«.oi 


* 83 


29 


-2.10 


107 


127 


—4 . oo 


84 


97 


✓ i 

-2.13 


108 


46 


4 • 91 


85 


25 


-2. 20 


109 


9 


; - — D • U D 


86 


. 90 


-2.46 ■ 


110 


122 


— D • U / 


87 


71 


-2 .46 


<a nit 
v 111 . 


40 


— D . D J 


88 


82 


-2.56 


112 \ 


117 


— D .DO 


89 


47 


-2. 57 


113 


.77 


— D • OO 


90 


52 


-2. 66 . 


114 


23 


-5 • o 1 


91 


116 


-2 . 96 


1 1 D 




on 


92- 


110 


-2 . 9 / 


lib 


I Gin 


— D • 


,93 


21 . 


-3.32- 


117 . 


N 36 


-6.63 


94 


57 


-3.32 


118 


94 . 


-7.02 


95 - 


^121 . 


-3.611 


/ 119 


67 


-7 . 02 


' 96 


* .37 


-3.75* 


120 


6fr 


-7.15 




93 


. -3.81 


121 


63 


-7.71 


98 


43 


-3.81 


122 


44 


-7.71 


99 


81 • 


-3.93 


123 * 


'96* 


-7.89 


100 


119 


-4.06 


- 124 


7 


-10.08 


101 


41 


-4.12 . 


125 


103 


-10.42 


102 


66 


. 5,4.14 . 


126 


125 • 


-11.65 


103 


124 


-4 .<5LB 


127 


65 \ 


-13.24 


104 


91 


-4.55 









.^Composite scores wlthiiv 
can be considered ties. 



. 05 of one another 



123 



ACTIVITY RANK ORDER FOR STATE 
POLICE /HIGHWAY PATROL AGENCIES* 
(n = 365) 



Activity Corn- 
Rank Activity posite 
Order # ' Score 



Activity • • corn- 

Rank Activity posite 
- Order * # I Score 



1 


ft 5 


1 fi 91 


A 1 
ft 1 


*• 


^ 7 2 


12 11 
x£> • x*x 


A O 


3 


27 


1 1 OA 
x x • U*i 




4 


24 


Q AA 


VI A 

4ft 


5 


1 ft 

x O 


ft ^o 


n O 


6 


1 2 

x £ 


ft 70 


ACL 


7 


X J 


A 6 2 


A "7 


Q 


33 


fi 1 A 


A ft 
ft o 


9 


1 1 

X X 


A Oft 


/l Q 


10 

X W 


76. 




c ft 


11 
X X 




R Q7 


51 


12 

X £» 




5 7£ 
D • / 0 


c o 
5^ 


13 

X «J 


1 1 c 
x x D 


R 11 


C Q 
DO 


14 

X t 


Aft 




^ CA 

54 


15 • 

X J 


lift 
x x D 


*v on 


et 
53 


16 

X u 


ft 1 


A Q1 


DO 


17 

X / 


J U 


a ft i 

ft • O x 


5/ 


1 ft 

x o 




a ftn 


5© 


1 9 

X 7 


K1 


A 77 
ft • / / 






JO 


A 7fi 


C ft- 

6U 


21 

£ X 


1G ' ■ 


A 


Dl 




£1 


A AQ 


62 


23 


Q 0 


A fi7 
ft • U / 


OJ 


24 


DO 


A' ftc 
*i • Uj 


* ISA 


2** 


» ft 7* 


1 Q1 
Ji 71 


c c 


26 


109 V 


3 90 


C £ 
D D 


27 


62 \ 


3.75 


67 


28 


120 


3.68* 


68 


29 


88 


3.67 


69 


30 


59 . 


3.59 


70 


31 


4 


3.52 


71 


32 


99 


3.33 


72 


33 


111 


3.23 


73 


34 


,105 


3.10 


74 * 


35 


73 


3.10 


75 


36 


89 


2.92 


76 

'77 A 


37 


6 


2.77 


38 


V 117 


2.71 


78 


39 


106 ' 


2.67 


79 


40" 


74 


2.65 


80 



2.52 
2.44 
2.15 
1.83 
1'.81 

K?* 

1.73 
1.68 
1.53 
1.49 
1.47 
1.35 
.75 

.60 
.59 
.47 
.3? 
.38 
.25 

.*f4 
.06 
-.01 
-.11 
-.17 
-.39 
-.40 
-.43 
-.43 
-.47 
-.49 
-.73 
-.74, 

-.a; 

-.86 

•1/26 
^.29 
•1.37 



V *Compdsite scores within . 09 of one another can 
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ACTIVITY RANK ORDER FOR STATE. 
POLICE /HIGHWAY PATROL AGENCIES* 
(n = 365) (Continued) i 



ZVr*+" ivitv ^ 
r\\*> u x v x <ujy 






Ac tivitv 


VJi UcJ- 


# 


81 


25 


83 

O £ 


123 


8^ 


97 


O 4 




D 3 


101 

A V X 


8fi 


3 


87 
o / 


114 


O O » 


29 


PQ 
O J 


22 




95 


Q1 


41 




71 




68 


OA 


80 


95 


124 


96 


108 


97 


52 v 


98 


119 


99 


66 


' 100 


' r 14 . 


101" 


• > 47 


102 


77 


103 


90 


104 . 


81 



Com- 
posite 
Score 



-1 . 38 
-1.42 
. -1.47 
-1.89 
-2.16 
-2.17 
-2 . 24 
-2.27 
-2.43 
-2.44 
-2.45 
-2.69 
-2.93 
-3.30 
-3.42 
-3.46 
-3.48 
-3.50 
-3.56 
-3.57 
-3.58 
-3.60 
-3.73 
-3.75 
' • i • 



Activity 
Rank ^ 
Order 


AC wlvlty 
ft 


Willi 
pUSXT G5 


105 


o / 


J • / O * 


106 




7" J • O / 


< 107 


121 




*108 


45 


^ • 1* 


109 


C A 


— • JO 


110 


03 




111 


37 




112 


31 




113 


36 


— D • 3D 


*l *l A 

114 




— D • / U 


115 


122 


~D mil 


116 






117 


96 


-6.10 


'118 


/ 50 


-6.23 


119 


34 ' 


-6.52 


• .120 


60 


-6.98 


121 


13 


-7.38 


122. 


91 


-9.13 


123- 


103 


-10.49 


124 


116 


• -11,62 


125 


125 


-11.95' 


126 


98 


-13.74 




7 


-14.62 


















• 



♦Composite * 09 of / one another can 

be considered ties • . . h 
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